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PREF/CE. 


HIS is the first of the three volumes in which it is pro- 
posed to bringout an English translation of Rama_ 
nujicharya’s Sri-Bhashya, his well-known commentary on 
the Vedanta-Sitras of Badarayana. ‘The Vedanta of India 
has now fully established its title to occupy prominent place 
among the various systems of philosophy known to the 
world ; and one aspect of it commonly called the Adwaita- 
Vedanta has long been familiar to Huropean scholars, and 
has even met with fair recognition at their hands. Rama- 
nujicharya’s Sr# Lhashya, is an exposition of the Vikishfa- 
dwaita aspect thereof, and it well deserves to be quite as 
widely known and appreciated as the Adwaila-Vedanta of 
Sankarachirya. The Visishiadwautins represent 2 school 
of Vedantic thought, of which Sankaricharya himself has 
taken cognisance in his writings, and there is evidence to 
shew that it must’ have come down in the form of an un- 
broken tradition from very ancient times, The Bhagaya- 
tasand Pancharatras, who have obviously played a very im- 
portant part in the history of Hindu religion, are in all 
probability the original system-makers of this school, 
which appears to be as old as the Upanishads themselves. 
The Upanishads and the Bagavadgita teach both jnana 
and bhakte ; that is, they teach that both wisdom and 
‘worship are capable of forming the means for the attain- 
ment of salvation. All along in ‘our history some seckers 
after truth and salvation may be seen to have relied more 
‘upon wisdom than upon worship, while others have relied 
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‘more upon worship than upon wisdom. ‘This division in 
religious thought is truly representative of two dissimilar 
innate tendencies in human nature, and the Bhigavatas 
belong tothe latter class. How far the Vihshiadwatta 
school interprets the Upanishads and the Bagavadgita 
aright is thus a question to which each earnest student of 
the Vedanta has to find lus own answer. ‘The discussion 
of the various Vedautic problems dealt with in this volume 
is so full and so well expressive of the fundamental con- 
clusions embadied in the Sri-hashya that it gives the 
Volume a characteristio completeness, in spite of its. being 
only a part of the whois work, It is therefore expected 
that students of Indian philosophy and Hindu religion will 
find this volume to be interesting and instructive. 


For the purposes of this translation we have consulted 
three editions of the Sri-Jhashya—the Madras edition 
printed in Telugu characters, the Benares edition in Deva- 
nnigari characters, and the incomp'ete Calcutta edition, also in 
Devanigari characters and published by the Asiatic Society, 
We have found the Madras edition the most accurate 
among these, and have accordingly followed it in our trans- 
lation, The style of the Sri-Bhashyais severely argumen- 
tative and controversial, and itis also technical and terse, 
We have, however, tried our best to make the translation 
smooth and intelligible without any way sacrificing its 
faithfulness to the original. ‘The additions and alterations 
heeded to make the English rendering full and accurate are 
all encloved within curved brackets ; and the references 
to the various quotations and authorities cited in the work 
are generally given within square brackets, a few of these 
references being also given in foot-notes. Foot-notes have 
beer sparingly given, and only in places where it was 
thought they were absolutely necessary for the elucidation 
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and proper understanding of the text of the translation. 
With the object of enabling the readers to make out 
easily the mature and the relations between the vari- 
ous parts of the closely reasoned arguments to be 
found in this volume, we have given in the beginning 
an analytical outline of the contents of the volume, A. 
table showing our system of transliteration and a list 
containing the abbreviations used by us are given at 
the eid of the volume, ‘The word atman is used in Sans- 
kkrit to denote the Brakman as well as the jiwa ; henoe it 
has been translated as Seif where it denotes the former 
and as self where it denotes the fatter ; and the pronowns 
who and which have been more or less indiscriminately 
used in relation to both of them. ‘The word Aarman has 
been uniformly used in the form of karma, and. its plural 
is given as Aarmus, as these forms seem to have be- 
come fairly current in English, The printing work hay 
had to be done somewhat hurriedly, and a few errors have 
unavoidably crept in ‘Lhe more serious ones among them 
are pointed out and corrected in a list of errata appended 
hereto, We do not know how far our English rendering 
of the Sri-Bhashya is all that it should be, but we have 
spared no pains to make it as good as we can. We are 
well aware that it is capable of much improvement ; and 
yet it may not perhaps te too much to hope that our 
attempt to present faithfully in English the thoughts of 
one of India’s great teachers and religious reformers will 
be productive of some good in the way of helping on the 
world’s appreciation of India’s philosophic integrity. and 
religious earnestness. 


NoveMBEr, 1899. } MR. 


Mapras. M.V.B. 


hitp:/acharya.org 


Analytical outline of contents 
Adhikarana 


List of Abbreviations .. 
‘Table of Transliteration 


CONTENTS. 
CHAPTER I. 


PART I. 


1 
t. 
MI. 
Iv. 
ie 
Vi. 
vu. 
val, 
IX. 
x. 
XI. 


Addenda et Corrigenda. 


hitp:/acharya.org 


Pace. 

iesxv. 
1h 
257. 
264. 
284. 
328, 
346. 
400, 
409. 
417. 
4h 
425 
437+ 
439. 
441. 


AN ANALYTICAL OUTLINE OF THE 
CONTENTS OF VOLUME |, 


In the Introduction to his Vedantadifa Raminujg 
summarises the teachings of the Vedanta to the following 
effect :—Of the three ultimate entities known to philosophy, 
the intelligent individual soul is essentially different from 
non-intelligent matter ; and God, who forms the Supreme 
Soul of the universe, is absolutely different from the indi- 
vidual soul. The essential differences. thus existing between 
matter, soul and God are intrinsic and natural. God, who 
is the same as the Supreme Brahman, is the cause of the 
universe ; and the universe, which is made up of matter 
and soul, is the effect produced by Him, Matter and soul 
form the body of God 
ing in a subtle as well as in a gross condition, 
hiis subtle body constitutes the universe in its causal condi- 
tion; and with His gross body He forms the created 
universe itself, ‘The individual soul enters into matter and 
thereby makes it live; and similarly God enters into 
matter and soul and gives them their powers and their 
peculiar characters, The universe without God is exactly 
analogous to matter without soul ; and in the world as we 
know it, all things are what they are, because God has 
penetrated into them and rules and guides them all from 
within, so much so that all things are representative of 
Him and all words denote Him in the main, 

The firt part of the first chapter of the Vedan/a- 
Shtras of Bidariyana deals, says Ramanuja, with the 
question of what constitutes the catise of the world ; and 
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this volume contains his commentary on the aphorisms 
‘making up that first part, They are intended to demon- 
strate. that the Prakriti (non-ego) and the Purusha (ego) 
of the Satkhyas do not constitute the cause of the world, 
Dut that the cause thereof is the omniscient and omnipot- 
ent God Himself who is wholly pure and abundantly full 
Of all auspicious qualities. Those aphorisms are as follow:— 

1. Then therefore the enquiry into the Braiman. 

2, (The Brahman is that) from whom (proceed) the 
creation, &c., of this (universe), 

(Chat the Brahman is the cause of the creation, 
&c, of the universe, follows altogether from the scripture), 
because the scripture forms the source (of the knowledge 
relating to Him). 

4 ‘That (viz. the fact that the scripture forms alto- 
gether the source of the knowledge relating to the Brahe 
man) results, however, from (His constituting) the true 
purport (of the scripture). 

5. Because the activity imported by the root #ksi 
(to see i. ¢. to think) is predicated (in relation to what 
constitutes the cause of the world), that which is not 
revealed solely by the scripture (viz, the frad/iftna) is not 
(the Saf or the Existence which is referred to in the scrip- 
tural passage relating to the cause of the world). 

6. Ifit be said that it (viz. the import of the root 
dash, (0 see) is (here) figurative, (it is maintained that) it 
cannot be so; because there is the word Atman (or Self 
mentioned in the context). 

7. Because (also) it is taught (in the context) that 
he who is firmly devoted to That (viz, the Sat) obtains 
final release, 

8. Because also itis not declared (in the contest) 
{that it (viz, what is denoted by the word Sat or Exisfence) 
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deserves to be discarded. 

9. Because (also) there would then be the contradic- 
tion of the proposition (enunciated in the context), 

10, Because (also) there is (mentioned in the contest) 
the withdrawal (of the individual self) into its own cause 
(ive, into the Sat). 

11, Because there has to be a <imilarity of import 
(between the passage under reference and the other pas 
sages relating to the cause of the creation, &c., of the world). 

12, Because also it isrevealed (in the very U/panishad 
in which the passage under discussion occurs, and in other 
Upanishads, that the Supreme Self is the cause of the 
universe). 

13. -That which is denoted by the word Anandamaya 
(is the Brahman); because there is, (in the context), the 
repetition (of various grades of bliss which culminate in 
the Anandamaya or the Highest Blis+). 

14, It-may be said that owing to there being the 
affix (mayat) significant of modification (the Anandamaya) 
is not (the Brohman); but it is not (right to say) 30; 
because that (affix mayaf) signifies abundance. 

15, Because also He (the Auandamaya) is declared 
(in the context) to be the cause of that (which forms the 
bliss of the individual souls), 

16. (Because) also that same Being, who is denoted 
hy the worls of the mantra (in the contest), is declared 
(there to be the Anandamaya). 

17. He who is other (than the Brahman) is not (that 
Being who is denoted by the words of the mantra), because 
(in such a case) there would be inappropriateness. 

18, Because also there is (in the context) the decla- 
ration of difference (between the individual self and the 
Brahman). 
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19, Because also His will (is in itself the cause of 
creation), the Aradhdna is not needed (by Him in the act 
of creation just as it is needed by the individual self), 

20. (Because) also it (viz, the scripture) declares 
(that) his (i.e. the individual selfs) acquisition of that 
(bliss takes place when he is) in (association with) this 
(Anandamaya). 

21. He (i. the Person) who is within (the Sun and 
the eye is the Brahman), because His attributes are de~ 
clared (in the context), 

22, And He is different (from the Sun and other in- 
dividual selves), because. also there is the declaration of 
difference (between the Brakman on the one hand, and 
the Sun and other individual selves on the other). 

23. That which is denoted by the word Akaéa (is the 
Brahman), vecause His peculiar characteristics (are men- 
tioned in the context in relation to what is denoted by 
that word). 

24. For that same reason (which has been given in 
the case of the Akasa), He who is-denoted by the word 
Praya (also in the context is the Brahman). 

25. That which is denoted by the word /yotis (is the 
Brahman), because there is the mention of (His) feet (in a 
connected context). 

26, If it be said that, on account of the metre (known 
1s the gayatri) being mentioned (in the context, the Light 
or Jyotis described above is) not (the Brahman), it is not 
(right to say) so ; because the teaching (here) relates to the 
concentration ofthe mind (on the Brakmax) conceived ax 
that same (gayalri) : indeed the scripture declares it ac- 
cordingly. 

27, Because also it is appropriate only thus to de- 
clare that (intelligent) beings and other objects form the 
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feet (of the Gayatri). 

28. If it be said that, on account of there being a 
difference between the (two) teachings (given in the con- 
text, what is denoted by the word /yotis or Light) isnot 
(the Brahman), it cannot be (right to say) so ; because 
even in both those (teachings) there is nothing that is 
contradictory (of each other). 

29, That which is denoted by Praza (Indra and 
other such words is the Brakman), because it is so under- 
stood in the sequel. 

30, Ifitbe said that, on account of the speaker 
(Indra) declaring himself (to be the object of worship, what 
is denoted by the words Judra and Prana is) not (the 
Brahman, it is replied that it cannot be 0); because 
there is here (in this context) the mention of a multitude 
ofattributes belonging to the Inner Self, 

31. And the teaching (in the context) is, asin the 
cave of Vamadeva, in accordance with the view found in 
the scripture.” 

32. If it be said that, on account of the characteris- 
tics of the individual self and of the principal vital air (be 
ing mentioned in the context) there is no (reference to the 
Brakman here at all, itis replied that) it cannot be (right 
to say) 40; because the worship (of the Brakman) has a 
threefold nature; because (elsewhere) this (threefold nature 
of His worship) is taken for granted ; and because here 
(i. é.in the present context also) that (same kind of wors 
ship) may be appropriately referred to. 

In accordance with the general fashion of Indian 
writers, Ramanuja begins his Sr+Bhashya with a stanza 
in praise of God, wherein he lays particular stress 
‘on man’s duty of love and devotion to God, preferring this 
love and devotion even to the wisdom of the understand- 
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ing. Then in another stanza he speaks of the traditionally 
ancient character of the teachings contained in the 
Vedanta-Sitras, and gratefully recognises the value of the 
services rendered by early teachers in preserving and 
handing on those teachings, in accordance with which he 
himself undertakes to interpret the Vedanta-Satras, (Vide 
page 1), After dectaring that his own explanation of the 
Sitras is in accordance with the interpretation given by 
‘ancient teachers’, such as Bodhayana, Dramida, Taika, 
&c,, he commences the discussion of the meaning of thie 
first aphorism— Then therefore the enquiry into the 
Brahman.’ ‘The words of the Satra are taken into consi- 
deration one after another, and their meaning and 
nmar are both clearly explained (pp. 2 to 4). He then 
gives what is called the Vadyartha of the Sitra, this 
Vakyartha being the full meaning that is conveyed by the 
aphoristic sentence as a whole, In keeping with the 
division of the revedled scripture of the Hindus into the 
Karmakanda and the Jaanakanda, there are two systems of 
philosophic enquiry known as the Karma-mimamsa and 
the Brahma-mimamsa, ‘The former of these is what may 
be called a philosophy of sacrificial rites, and the latter is 
a philosophy that deals with the metaphysicat foundations 
of the universe, ‘The historical relation between the 
Karmakayda or the Old Testament of the Vedas and the 
Jnanakinta or the New Testament thereof is one of 
antecedence and sequence. And here this first aphoriem 
is interpreted to mean that, immediately alter acquiring 
the knowledge of the philosophy of Vedic sacrificial rites, 
the study of the philosophy of the Brahman has to be 
begun, for the reason that ritualistic works yield only 
small and unenduring results while the ‘Knowledge’ of 
the Brakman gives rise to immortality and eternal free 
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dom, Bodhayana is quoted in support of this interpreta- 
tion, and on his authority the two AMfimamsas are declared 
to form parts of one science (page 5). Since every Indian 
Arya is enjoined to learn the Karmakanda as well as the 
Joanakapia of the Vedas, it may be argued that the study 
of the Karma-mimamsa is quite superfluous, In answer 
to this view it is pointed out that, in that injunction, learning 
the Vedas means nothing more than merely learning:them 
by heart, and that such learning is efficacious in making 
them serve better whatever purpose they are intended to 
serve, and also in giving rise to a prima facie impression 
that ritualistic works yield insignificant and impermanent 
revults while there is a mention made in the Upanishads 
of the attainment of everlasting immortality (pp. 6 
to8). Then Vedautic texts are quoted to show the destruc- 
tibility of the results of mere ritualistic works and the 
indestructible character of the results arising from the 
knowledge ofthe Brakman, and it is concluded that the 
study of the Karma-mimamsd must precede the study of 
the Brahma-nimamsa (pp, 8 to 10). 

Having thus stated his view of what meaning the 
word then conveys in this first aphorism, Ramdnuja states 
the objections against his view with the object of meeting 
them to as to justify his own interpretation. A statement 
of objections that is given with an intention to meet them 
is called a Parvapaksha ; and the objection against Rami- 
nuja’s interpretation of the word (en here is known as the 
Laghu-parvapaksha or the ‘small objection’, in as much 
‘us there is a‘great objection’ coming later on a¢ against 
his interpretation of the word therefore. In this ‘small 
objection’ the opinions of Saitkara and Bhaskara are 
shown to contradict each other, and Sankara's opinion te- 
garding the meaning of the word “hen is summarised thys : 
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‘The cause of the bondage (of the soul) is merely the 
perception of distinctions, which is based on unreality 
and hasits origin in the avidya (orignorance) that veils 
the true nature of the Brakman; this bondage itself 
is unreal; solely by reason of its unreality it is de- 
stroyed to the very roots by means of knowledge; the 
Knowledge that (co) destroys (the bondage) is derived 
out of (scriptural) passages such as “That thou art” 
&e.; works are of no use in causing the origination of such 
knowledge in its own true mature, or in producing the 
effect of this knowledge that is so derived out of such 
passages, but the use of works consists only in (producing) 
the desire to know (the Braiman); and the use of works 
is to be found in causing the increase of sattva or the qua- 
lity of goodness—an increase resulting from the destruction 
of rajas and tamas or the qualities of passion and 
darkness respectively, which form the roots of sin; and 
therefore, having in yiew only this use of works, 
it is declared in the scripture—“Brihmanas desire to 
know, &c." Hence, on account of the uselersness of the 
knowledge of works, the aforesaid fourfold means alone 
has to be stated to be the necessary antecedent of the 
enquiry into the Brakman (pp. 10 to 15.). 

Then follows what is called the Laghu-siddhanta or 
the ‘small conclusion "—that is—the answer to. the ‘mall 
objection’, In this answer it is pointed out that it is not 
the mere knowledge of what the: scripture says that tends 
to the removal of ignorance and. the attainment of immor- 
tality, but that devotion, meditation and worship alone can 
produce such a result, It is here shown how a purely in- 
tellectual realisation of the truth cannot eradicate the 
innate tendencies towards error, and how the word Anow- 
Jedge is frequently enough used in the scriptures to mean 
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the same things'as devotion, medilation or worship. ‘Tasika 
is quoted in support. of this view and in support. of the 
contention that the innate tendency towards error ean be 
cured only by work and worship. It is further shown that 
the fourfold mental and moral equipment, which, accord- 
ing to'Saikara, ought to precede the study of the Vedanta, 
can be-acquired only with the help of devotion, meditation 
aud worship, and that ritualistic elements such as .the 
Uidgitha, &c., are-also referred.to in the Vedanta for the 
reason that they are helpful ‘to meditation .and.to :the 
acquisition .of the needed mental and moral equipment 
mentioned above (pp. 15.t0 27,). 

‘The meaning conveyed by the word therefore in then 
fully: taken into consideration, and the Mahd-pirvapaksha 
orthe ‘great-objection "against the view of Ramanuja,,ax 
given by:the followers of Saikara, is fairly fully stated (pp. 
27 to 53.). ‘The main question dealt with in this Prruapa- 
‘Asha naturally bears upon what it ix that forms the cause for 
leading us:to enquire into the Bralman, and-why itis:that 
the enquiry into the Brahman has to be begun .and.con- 
ducted ; and the opinion of the Adwaitin on this question 
is given to the effect that the study. of the Vedanta has to 
bbe tmdertaken to remove the aoidy or jgnorance that is 
at the root of the world’s manifestation of variety, #0 asto 
attain -the knowledge of the oneness of the self with the 
Brahman, who is, by nature, eternal, pure, self-luminous 
and free (p.53.). ‘The various points mentioned in this 
‘great objection’ are the following :—The unqualified 
absolute Brahman alone is real ;-all other things are only 
‘assumed to.exist in Him, and are therefore unreal (pp. 27- 
30.). Unreality is that which, being grounded upon what 
is perceived, is liable to be stultified by means of the 
Knowledge of things as they are ; and the wotld of 
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phenomena is based upon ignorance or avidyia, and is hence. 
Such an unreality (pp. 30-32.). Knowledge destroys thie 
ignorance which form the foundation of our world-percep- 
tion ; and the knowledge which so destroys ignorance and 
the consequent bondage of unreality is the knowledge that 
the self or the afman of the individual is one with the 
absolute Brakman (pp. 32-33.). Scriptural authority is all 
‘along aptly quoted in support of every one of these points, 
It is then shewn how, when there is conflict between 
scripture and perception, the former is of stronger authority 
‘and is capable of stultifying the latter (pp. 33-35.). ‘There 
being scriptural passages which deal with the one absolute 
Brakman and those which deal with the phenomenal 
world of variety and distinctions, it is shown how the 
former passages are of stronger authority than the latter, 
md how it is even possible for some portions of the scrip- 
ture to stultify other portions thereof (pp. 35-37-). ‘Then 
the meaning of the definitive scriptural sentence—‘The 
Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity’—is discussed 
from the Adwaitic stand-point, and it is shown how that 
sentence defines the absolute attributeless Brahman as He 
is essentially in Himself (pp. 37-42.). So far it is a discus 
sion of the meaning of scriptural passages. After this the 
Adwaitic position is argued out on independent lines. At 
first it is brought out that perception apprehends only pure 
and unqualified existence, and that the distinction between 
things neither belongs to their essential nature nor consti- 
tutes any attribute of existence in itself (pp. 42-44,)- It is 
then pointed out that all external objects are invariably 
apprehended as compounded of existence and experience, 
that in all perceptive cognitions exictence alone unvary- 
ingly persists, while the differentiating peculiarities of things 
fare «gen to vary from thing to thing, and that therefore pure 
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unqualified existence alone is real, and that, in as much as 
this compounded experience too persists like existence in all 
perceptive cognitions, experience also constitutes the reality 
and has to be the same as existence itself (pp. 44-46.). And 
the experience which thus constitutes the reality is there- 
alter declared to be so self-evident as to be the cause of its 
own knowability as well as of the realisation that it is 
Knowable (pp. 46-48.) Then it is shown that this experi- 
ence or what is otherwise called consciousness is, on account , 
of its self-evident nature, eternal, unoriginated, immodi- 
fiable and undifterentiated, and that it is the same entity 
as the dlman or the self (pp. 49-51.). Finally the question 
of personality is taken up for consideration, and it is argued 
that the afman or the self is not the same as the knowers 
in ax much as the idea of knowership in relation to the self 
is the result of the limitation imposed upon the intelli- 
gent principle of consciousness by the material principle 
of egoity known as akawkara, and in as much as again 
sel-experience is posible even when there is no no- 
tion ofegoity, ax during dreamless sleep, swoon, &c. It 
is further argued that the internal self isa mere witness, 
and as such must be different from the knower which 
is the same as the ego or the thing ‘1’; and it is 
then shown that this limitation of personality cannot be 
an attribute of the self which is pure and undifferentiated 
intelligence, and that in the beatific state of final release 
the self is free from the limitation of personality, even as it 
is found to be so free in the condition of dreamies« sleep. 
‘The one intelligent and undifferentiated principle of con- 
sciousness being thus shown to be the only reality, it is 
arrived at that the reason for undertaking the study of the 
Vedanta is to understand the nature of this reality, other-* 
wise known as the Brakmav, and to realise that everything 
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which is in any-manner whatsoever different from it is 
wholly’unreal’ (pp. 51to $3.) The Maha-pirroapaksha or 
‘the’ great objection’ is here brought to an end, 

‘Then begins the Maki-siddhanta or the ‘great. con- 
clusion" of Raménuja and his school regarding the mean= 
ing of ‘the word therefore in the first” aphorism: ‘The 
meaning conveyed by this word is thus expressed (p, 242.) 
in Ramanuja’s own words :—" Mere ritualistic works yield 
only small and transitory results, On the other hand, 
such works as constitute the worship of the Highest 
Person, and are performed without attachment’ to results 
yield an infinite and ever-enduring” result’ in’ the’ form 
of that experience of the real mature-of the Brakman 
which is caused by the origination of the knowledge which 
isthe same as steady meditation or worship, “Both these 
canmot become known without a knowledge of the trae 
nature of works. Without such knowledge there can be 
no rejection of mere ritualistic works as they ordinarily 
are, and no subsequent adoption of them in the form 
pointed out above, Therefore, for this very reason, the 
enquiry into the Lvahman has necessarily to be condiicted," 
‘This conclusion is arrived at’ only after meeting’ fully’ all 
the points raised against it in the ‘great objection’, And 
they are met one by one in the following order. To start 
with’ it is shown that one’s own experience, logical infer 
ence, revelation, and definite as well as indefinite percep- 
tion, and all ‘the other accepted criteria of truth prove only. 
such things as are qualified by attributes, and that.there is 
really no means of proving the thing which is absolute and 
unqualified. In this connection the nature of what is calléd 
definite and also. of what is called indefinite perception 
is distinctly. explained, and the view which maintains 
that there is both difference and non-difference between a 
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thing and its qualifying attribute is shown to be wrong 
(pp. 53-60.). Next the position that perception must 
apprehend pure unqualified existence, in as much as it 
cannot have differentiation for its object and in’ as much 
asit'is difficult to define differentiation, is taken into con- 
sideration and criticised ; and it is argued in reply that 
perception does apprehend distinctions, that’ distinctions 
so apprehended establish the difference, not only be- 
tween one qualified thing and another, but also ‘between 
the distinguishing attributes themselves, and that there- 
fore the apprehension of particularity has necessarily. 
to’ be admitted’ in connection with every state of con- 
sciousness, If is further shown that the senses, whieh 
naturally” cannot perceive pure unqualified’ existence, 
perceive’ only the configurations of the attributes of 
things, and that it is these configurations that con 
stitute the logical’ genera and at the same time’ denote 
whatever forms the distinction between things (pp. 60-64.), 
‘Then it is pointed out how it is erroneous to hold that jars 
and other such specific objects are unreal, the’ reason for 
their unteality being that they do not persist before con: 
sciousness in all perceptions, and how again it’ is not 
possible for experience or consciousness to be the” same 
a4 the one unqualified and absolute existence’ (pp. 64:65.). 

Aiterwards the self‘luminous character of experience: 
is properly explained, and it is shown how experience 
does" not cease to be experience when it becomes cap- 
able’ of being itself experienced (pp. 65-67.). ‘The’ con- 
tention that experience or consciousness has the® character 
of an umoriginated eiitity is then contradicted. Tt is argued: 
that’ the absence of what is called the antecedent non! 
existence’ of experiente does not’ prove’ its unoriginated 
character, because there is no rule which binds experience 
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to deal only with such objects as are existent at the same 
time with itself; and accordingly memory, logical inference, 
revelation and yugic perception are shown to relate to 
things which belong to 2 different time from that. of their 
own existence or duration (pp. 67-69.). The reasoning 
involved in the supposition, that the antecedent, non-exi 
ence of consciousness is not at all made out by perception, 
is then pointed out to be untenable; and it is shown that 
perceptual consciousness is conditioned by time, and that 
none of our cognising states of consciousness can be eternal 
or objectless (pp. 69-71.). Even during sleep, trance, and 
conditions of intoxication, consciousness cannot be absolute 
‘und altogether objectless, as there is no recollection what- 
roever of our having at any time had any experience of 
such consciousness. In all its states consciousness is asio- 
ciated with the idea of the ego, is definite and relates to 
particular objects; and hence it cannot be unoriginated and 
eternal (pp. 71-72,). And then the immodifiable character 
of consciousness is contended against, and it is shown that 
it cannot be undifferentiated (pp. 72-74.) The position 
that consciousness can have no qualifying attributes ix 
next disproved (pp. 74-73.) Afterwards the question 
whether consciousness is the same as the self is taken up 
for consideration and criticism, and it is explained that 
consciousness cannot indeed be the sume as the conscious 
subject, and that this conscious subject is permanent while 
the attribute of consciousness belonging to that subject 
is liable to be originated and destroyed ; and then it is 
demonstrated that the idea of an unfounded and object 
less consciousness being the same’ as the self is contradict 
‘ed by cognition, and that in consequence pure experience 
of absolute consciousness alone cannot be the highest real- 
ity (pp. 75-77,)- 
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After this the discussion of the problem of the soul's 
personality is commenced from the stand-point of Rimi. 
nuja, and it is at first pointed out that what consti- 
tutes the subjective self or the soul of the individual ix 
nothing other than the ego which is here called the 
thing I’; similarly the thing ‘thou' or the objective 
world forms the content of the notion of the non- 
ego; such being the case, how can the knower and the 
known be identical? (pp. 77-79). If the thing ‘I’ is 
the self, then, like the self, it must be intelligent and have 
At the same time intelligence to constitute its essence ; and 
itis explained and illustrated how the thing ‘I’ may be 
both intelligence and intelligent at the same time, ‘Then 
scriptural and other authorities are quoted to shew that 
the self-luminous self is always the knower, but that it is 
never mere luminousness (pp. 79-81). Consciousness is 
like luminosity, and must necessarily belong to a luminous 
self}; this self is the intelligent thing 4’, and the luminosity’ 
or intelligibility of consciousness itself is due to its associa- 
tion with the self which is undoubtedly the knowing ego 
(pp. 81-83.), Having thus shown that intelligence fonns 
the essence as well as an attribute of the thing ‘’, the 
view of the Adwaitin—that the idea of knowership is fal- 
sely superimposed upon the undifferentiated and intelligent 
principle of consciousness by ignorance or avidya—is next 
contended against. It is first shown that the knowership 
Of the ego cannot be due to illusion, for the reason that 
the thing 4’ and its knowership are both separately and 
simultaneously cognised, unlike the mother-of-pearl and 
the silver superimposed thereon, It is next shewn that this 
knowership of the ego cantiot be said to be due to the 
common error of mistaking the boily for the self (pp.83-84.). 
Nor does this knowership belong to the material principle 
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of-egoity known as alaithara, in as much as subjectivity 
ean in no way belong to objective matter, The knower- 
ship ofthe self does not contradict itsimmodifiable nature, 
and need not therefore be supposed to be due to modifia- 
ble matter in any form (pp. 84-87.). 7.Ahawhara or the 
‘material principle of egoity. cannot be supposed to have 
acquired the attribute of knowership either as a result 
of the reflection of the self's intelligence thereon, .or 
as a result of its contact with the knowing self (pp. 
87-88.), Moreover, this supposed illusion of know- 
ership cannot be due to the material principle of  egoity 
being the revealer of immaterial consciousness, in as 
much as the relation of the revealer and the revealed 
between any two things is mutually exchangeable and 
cannot exist when there is any incompatibility in mature 
between them. Nor is it appropriate to hold that ahaa- 
‘ara reveals consciousnessat the same time that eonscious- 
ness reveals ahathara ; because it is not possible to under- 
stand what this revelation of the self through aharhina 
‘may mean, in as much as the self is not within the province 
of the senses and nothing can therefore serve as the means 
of bringing it into relation with them (pp.-88-90.), Nor 
again can the idea of the ego be;due to:the material princi- 


ple of egoity, on the score that this principle and this iden 
derived therefrom are useful in removing whatever ob- 
struction there is for our knowing the self, Indeed in no 


sense can there be a revelation of immaterial consciousness 
by means of the material principle of egoity (pp. 91-92.). 
‘Then it is argued that the nature of revealers is not to 
reveal the revealable thing as though it were within them- 
selves, and it is finally concluded that the subjective self 
itself forms the thing ‘I’ which ix inno way other than 
the knower (pp. 93-94.). The idea of the ego which is 
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thus intrinsically associated with the self does not get din 
sociated from it even in deep =leep ; because at the time of 
waking, the self shines forth in one and the same continuous 
form of the thing ‘I’, even when we feel that, while asleep, 
we knew nothing at all, and that we did not know even 
ourselves (pp. 94-96.). The position that the self is a mere 
witness is explained not to mean that it isa witness only 
of ignorance; for, to be a witness is certainly the same as to 
be a direct knower, and even in sleep and other such states 
the self is luminous and shines forth as the ego (pp. 96-97.). 
In the final state of beatific release also the self continues 
to persist as the thing ‘I; scripture also declares that it 
does so persist, and God Himself is revealed to us as a dis- 
tinct Person (pp. 97-100.). The material principle known 
as ahathara is indeed included among the things that go 
to make up our bodies ; and it is called by that name be- 
cause it forms the cause of the imposition of the idea of 
the ego upon the body. This false idea of the ego is sub~ 
ject to stultification, while the ego-hood of the self is real 
and incapable of being stultified. Therefore the thing ‘I’, 
which is the knower, is alone the self (pp. to0-101,). 

‘The next point taken up for consideration is the position 
of the Parvapakshin that, when there is conflict between 
scripture and perception, the former is of stronger authority: 
asa criterion of truth, for the reason that the latter is 
grounded upon error. It is here shown that it is not possible 
to make out definitely what that misguiding causeis which 
makes perception false and erroneous; it is shown that 
whatever makes perception erroneous must necessarily tend 
to make the scripture also erroneous, and that the scripture 
‘which is thus based upon error cannot certainly stultify per- 
ception.. It cannot be proved that, unlike perception, the 
scripture is incapable of being misled by any cause. of error 
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such as avidye for instance; and the phenomenal know- 
edge derived from the scripture isin no way different from 
‘the phenomenal knowledge obtained through perception. 
Nor can it be maintained that the teaching of perception 
is stultified by the teaching which is given in the scrip- 
ture, while this latter teaching-is not so stultified by the 
former, and that in consequence the scripture is not false 
‘and erroneous ; for, erroriserror even when it continues un- 
stultified (pp. 101-105.). There are certain analogies general- 
ly given to shew that the scripture, which, being based upon 
avidya or ignorance, is unreal, may form the means for the 
attainment of the highest reality known as the Bradman ; 
and these analogies are all one after another pointed out, 
to be not at all suited to the case under consideration, in 
as muich as it is seen that in every one of them a real re~ 
sult is derived from a real cause. When auspicious and 
inauspicious dreams give rise to good and bad esults in life, 
the dreams are indeed as really existent as the results they 
giverise to, When magic, medicinal herbs, incantations, 
&cy, give rive to illusions which cause fear, love and other 
emotions, the illusions areas real as the emotions 
themselves, Death may result from a suspicion of 
snake-bite and of poisoning; here the suspicion is as 
real asthe death, The reflected image of a thing is 
as real as the thing itself, Dreams are real even in the ab- 
sence of the reality of the objects corresponding to them, 
in as much as what istequired to make anything the ob- 
ject and the basis of any cognition is merely the munifes. 
tation of that thing to consciousness in some manner or 
other (pp. 105-107.). Even in the case of the apprehen- 
sion of the sounds of letters by means of the correspond- 
ing written signs, there is no cognition of the real by 
‘means of the unreal. When things are cognised by means 
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of sketches and pictures, there is at the basis of the cogni+ 
tion a real similarity between the things and their represen- 
tations. The apprehension of the real and absolute 
Brakman by means of the unreal and phenomenal 
teachings of the scripture cannot also be proved on 
the analogy of the apprehension of the absolute un- 
differentiated sound known as Sphofa with the help 
of its numerous phonetic differentiations or nadas, 
Although the unreality of the scripture is not stich ax ma; 
be due to its absolute non-existence, it is difficult to arrive 
at the knowledge of the noumenal reality by means of the 
phenomenal teachings of the scripture. Nothing that is un- 
real ean ever give rise to the knowledge of that which is 
real (pp. 107-110.). 

After this the proper meaning of various passages in 
the Upanishads is taken into consideration, and it is shewn 
that their Adwaitic interpretation is not accurate and allow 
able, The passages first taken into consideration are— 
“Existence alone, my dear child, this was in the beginning’, 
from the Gihdndogya-Upanishad,—" And that is the 
higher knowledge by which that Indestructible Being is 
known’, from the Mundaka-C‘panishad,—and “The Brahe 
man is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity”, ftom the Zaitti 
riya-Upaiiishad ; and it is proved that these do not relate 
tothe absolute and unqualified Brakman, and that the 
grammatical equation to be found in the last passage is 
intended to establish that one and the same thing, namely, 
the Brakman is characterised by more than one attribute 
(pp. 110-112,), Does the statement that the Brahman ix 
one only without a second mean that the Bralman is 
not associated with a second thing even in the form of a 
quality ? It is hewn that it does not mean such a thing, 
and that the scriptural passages which speak of the Brak 
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man a3 unqualified only declare that He is free from the 
qualities appertaining to material nature. There are also 
many passages which speak of the Brakman as qualified, 
and these declare that He is intrinsically possesied of all 
the auspicious and divine qualities, And His possessing the 
divine qualities isnot contradicted by the non-postession 
of the qualities that appertain to material nature (pp. 112- 
116). The Ananda-valli of the Taittiriva-Upanishad 
teaches the Braman to be possessed of qualities, and in 
doing so agrees with passages in the Chhandogya-Upanishad; 
and the Kena-Upanishad (Il. 3.) does not declare that the 
Brahman forms no object of knowledge, in as much as this 
Upanishad has to agree in meaning with the Taittiriya~ 
Upanishad and the Mupdaka-Upanishad wherein it is 
declared that the Brahman has to be known and is cap~ 
able of being known (pp. 116-119.). ‘The passage in the 
Brihadaragyaka-Upanishad—“ Thou shalt not see the 
seer of the sight, nor think the thinker of the thought "— 
is next shown not to negative the seer and the knower a 
distinct from sight and knowledge ; and then the state~ 
ment that the Brakman is bliss is interpreted to mean 
that the Brahman is indeed the Blissful Being (pp. 119- 
121), Finally it is pointed out that the Upanishadic 
passages which negative distinctions do not contradict 
those other passages which postulate distinctions, in as 
much as the world which is full of distinctions has the 
Brakman for its Self and has in consequence an organic 
oneness of nature ; and it is shewn that the author of the 
Vedanta-Satras is also of this same opinion (pp. 121- 
124). 

‘ine question, whether the Smritis and the Purdnas 
teach the attributeless Brahman to be pure intelligence 
and the only reality, is next examined in detail; and at 
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the very commencement passages are quoted from the 
Bhagavadgita and the Visheu-Purdsa to show that the 
Highest Braiman is full of all auspicious qualities and 
free from all evil, and that the world which is the mani- 
festation of His glory is as real as He ix Himself real (pp. 
124-129,). Then the passages relied upon by the Adwai- 
ins to prove their peculiar monistic position are all inter- 
preted in full accordance with their respective contexts and 
in obedience to all the accepted rules of interpretation, 
and it is concluded that in all the Sastraic works there is 
no establishment of that thing which is devoid of attributes, 
no establishment of illusoriness in regard to the total 
ity of perceivable objects, and no negation of the natural 
differences between the individual soul and non-intelligent 
matter and the Lord (pp. 129-156.). Incidentally it is 
pointed out how necessary it is to amplify and support the 
meanings of Vedic and Vedantic passages by means of the 
Htikasas and the Puranas, and how among these latter the 
Visheu-Purdna is highly authoritative (pp. 134-135.) 
‘The statement found in the Visheu-Purdna (IL. 14. 31-), 
to the effect that ‘ dualists see things wrongly,’ is shewn to 
negative only that ‘dualism ’ which postulates a difference 
in kind between one individual soul and another, but not 
that other ‘dualism ' which believes in the natural distine- 
tion between the ultimate entities known as God, soul, 
and matter (pp. 142-144.) In accordance with this view 
a few more Puritxic passages are explained ; and the con- 
Glusion is arrived at that, in the same way in which there 
is no essential identity between the body and the indivi- 
ual self, there is also no essential identity between one 
individual self and another, and that similarly there is no 
essential identity between the individual selves and the 
Supreme Self, ‘That there ix no substantial unity between 
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the individual selves and the Supreme Self is further cou- 
firmed by references to Upanishadic passages and to aphor- 
isms in the Veddnta-Sitras (pp. 144-148.) At last the 
question of what the Jastras say regarding the nature of 
the individual self in the beatific condition of final freedom 
from all association with matter is discussed clearly, and. it 
is established that in that condition the released individual 
self does not become identical in essence with the Supreme 
Self, but that it only acquires most of the auspicious and 
divine qualities of the Supreme Self ; and it is shewn that 
the Brakman whom the individual self is said to attain in 
the state of moksha is not mere attributeless intelligence, 
that, on the contrary, He is full of goodness, power, and 
glory, and that the individual self becomes one with Him 
then for the reason that he attains the highest degree of 
‘equality with Him and is free from the bondage of karma 
(pp. 148-136.). 

Now begins the criticism of that theory of the Adwai= 
tins according to which a. beginninglessly old.‘ ignorance’ 
known as avidya or maya is held to be at the root of our 
perception of the differentiated phenomenal world, and 
according to which also such an avidiye has necessarily to 
be admitted on the authority of the scripture and has to be 
understood to be a certain something which is neither a 
poritive entity nora negative non-entity. Seven difficul- 
ties are pointed out to be in the way of this theory being 
true. The first of these is called Afrayanupapatti and 
deals with the difficulty of finding something for this 
+ ignorance’ to reside in, Ih ax much as the self-hood of the 
individual self is itself projected by avidya, it is argued. that 
this avidy@ cannot reside in the individual self and thus 
give rise to the illusion for which it is held to be responsi- 
bie. And in as much as the Brahman has the essential 
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nature of seléluminous intelligence, it is shewn that on no 
supposition can the Braiman be the seat of ‘ ignorance." 
‘This supposed aviidya therefore can have no abode to reside 
in (pp. 156-161). The next difficulty in the way of the 
theory of maya is that this supposed ‘ignorance’ cannot, 
as maintained by its upholders, conceal the Braliman whose 
essential nature consists entirely of luminosity ; for, the 
concealment of such a luminosity must mean nothing other 
than the destruction of the essential nature of the Brahman 
Himself. ‘This difficulty is known as Tirodhandnupapatti 
(page 161,), The third difficulty is called Swarapanupapatti 
and deals with. the essential nature of this avidya, As 
long as it is a thing at all, it must either have the nature 
of a reality or the nature of an unreality. But it is not 
admitted to be'a reality ; and it cannot be an unreality, 
for, as long as a real misguiding error, different from 
the Brakman Himself, is not admitted, so long it is 
not possible to explain this theory of illusion (pp, 161+ 
162,), The fourth difficulty in the way of this theory 
of illusion is called the Anirvachaniyatwanupapatt, 
and points out how it i not possible for the illusion-pro- 
ducing avidya to be incapable of definition either ax an 
entity or asa non-entity. _All cognitions relate to entities 
or non-entities ; and if it be held that the object of a cog- 
nition has neither the positive characteristics of an entity 
nor the negative characteristics of a non-entity, then all 
things may become the objects of all cognitions (pp. 162- 
163.) 

Naturally the next question that is here discussed 
whether there is any means by which this curious avidya 
is brought within the range of our cognition ; and it is 
shewn that there is no means of proof by which such an 
vidya can be arrived at and established, This difficulty 
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in the way of the theory of maya is spoken of as Pra~ 
‘mananupapaiti ; and its discussion is started with the plau- 
sible supposition that the ‘ignorance’ known as avidyd 
is capable of being directly experienced and has thus the 
nature of such a positive entity as cannot be contradicted 
by the witnessing principle of intelligence, and that it is 
therefore quite consistent with reason to realise that this 
avidya is definitively associated with the thing ’, And it 
is further shewn here supposititiously that it is possible to 
establish by logical inference also that there is an ‘igno- 
rance’ or avidya which does not mean a mere negation 
of knowledge but is itself a positive entity of some sort 
(pp. 163-167.). ‘These suppositions are then replied to 
one after another. It is first shewn that, so far as the 
relation to the intelligent internal self is concerned, there 
can be no difference between the ignorance that is mere 
non-existence of knowledge and the other supposed ‘igno- 
rance’ which has the nature of a positive entity (pp. 167- 
168.). It is then argued that in the cognition— am 
ignorant; I do not know myself, nor do I know another — 
what is experienced is only that ignorance which is the 
antecedent non-existence of knowledge (pp. 168-169.) It 
ix next shown that the Bralman can have no experience 
of any kind of avidya, and that, if it be a positive entity, 
there can be no removal of it by means of any knowledge 
(pp. 169-171.) The Braman cannot be a witness of 
‘ignorance; because it is impossible for Him, whose essen 
tial nature is absolute self-experience, to acquire the char- 
acter of a witness without the concealment of His own true 
nature. And the Brahman, who is without parts and with« 
out attributes, and who is pure luminosity itself, cannot 
at all be concealed (pp. 171-172.). This supposed con- 
gealment of the Brahman by means of ignorance’ cannot 
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even be an indistinct manifestation of His altogether 
luminous and self-evident nature, In as much as it is 
possible for us to have an illusion without a really existing 
basis for it to be imposed upon, and without a positive 
misguiding cause for that illusion to be produced, the 
\orld-illusion does not necessarily prove a positive ‘igno- 
rance’ (pp. 172-174.). Accordingly the avidya of the 
stdwaitins cannot be proved by perception. It cannot be 
proved by logical inference either; because the syllo- 
igism that is intended to prove this positive ‘ignorance’ ix 
also seen to prove the other unacceptable ignorance, and 
because also the illustrative example found in the body of 
the syllogism is defective. Moreover, there are faultless coun- 
ter-ayllogistic statements which go to shew that every one 
ofthe Adwaitin’s predications about his avidya is wrong and 
untenable, The predication, that this positive avidya is 
capable of being removed by knowledge, cannot be main- 
tained on the analogy of fear and other such positive emo- 
tions disappearing as soon as it is known that they are 
due to a false cause ; because the positive emotion here is 
not destroyed by a subsequent stultifying knowledge, but 
disappears of itself on account of its own transitoriness, 
‘Therefore the logical process of inference also cannot estab- 
lish that ‘ignorance’ which has the nature of a positive 
entity (pp. 174-179.). The hypothesis of maya is next 
taken into consideration in relation with the five theories 
of perception known to Indian philosophy. Things be- 
come manifest to consciousness through perception, and 
their manifestation may either correspond completely to 
the reality or it may not. Thus all the five theories of 
perception get reduced into two—that according to which 
perception presents to consciousness the thing as it is, and 
that again according to which perception presents to 
D 
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consciousness the thing as it is not, OF thee two 
theories the former which is realistic is shewn to be 
true on the authority of tradition and scriptural teach- 
ing, and illusion and its stultification are accounted 
for by means of the belief that every thing in the uni- 
verse lias the characteristics of every other thing therein 
(pp. 179-186.) Scriptural and traditional authority is 
quoted to prove that even dream-perceptions are realistic, 
‘Then a number of exceptions apparently contradicting this 
realistic theory of pereeption—such exceptions as the yel- 
low appearance of white things to the jaundiced eye, the 
circle of fire produced by the rotation of a fire-brand, 
Xc.,—are all explained so as to show that all perceptions 
are undoubtedly realistic (pp. 186-191.), The objects cor- 
responding to all perceptions are real ; only some percep- 
tions are experienced by certain particular persons only and 
last only for a short length of time, while others are experi- 
enced by all generally and have a longer duration, 
‘These latter stultily the former, ax stultification is com- 
y unclerstood ; and a true theory of perception does 
ive avidya (pp. 191-1092.), 
It isnext shewn that the scriptural authorities relied upon 
by the Adwavtine to prove that there is an awidya, whieh 
cannot be described either as an entity or asa non-entity, 
are all to he explained otherwise, and do not therefore 
tend to establish in any way such an avvdva (pp. 192-107,). 
‘Phe Ltihasas and the Puranas are also shewn to give no 
support to the theory of maya, in as much as all such pas- 
xages in them as seem to lend any support to this theory 
have, when properly considered, to be interpreted other- 
wise (pp. 197-210.). 

‘The sixth difficulty in the way of this theory of the 
world being’ an iffusion produced by maya is then fully. 
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discussed, and it goes by the name of Vivartakamupapatts, 
‘This difficulty is in relation to the idea that the cessation 
of avidya'or ‘ignorance’ takes place -olely by means of the 
knowledge which has the attributeless Brakman for its 
object ; and it is at first pointed out here that there are 
‘many scriptural passages, which do not teach the Brakman 
to be attributeless and unqualified, but teach on the con- 
trary that He is posessed of attributes and qualities, 
‘Then it is shewn that the grammatical equations found in 
the sentence—‘ ‘That thow art’—and in other similar sen- 
tences do not denote the onenes of any attributeless thing, 
in a much as every grammatical equation has to denote 
‘« thing which, while being only one, is capable of existing 
in two forms, It eannot be established that the granma- 
tical equation in ‘That thou art’ is intended to give rise 
to the stultification of any illusion due to avidya; it sim- 
ply shows the Braiman to be capable of existing in two 
different modes or forms. On this supposition alone can 
all the scriptural passages be harmoniously interpreted 
(pp. 210-214). ‘The mniverse is the body of which the 
Brakman is the Soul, and Vedantic passages clearly 
declare that all things have acquired the character of being 
things and of being expressible by means of words, only 
by reason of their having been entered into by the indivi- 
ual selves which are, in their turn, entered into by the 
Brakman as forming their Self, Thus the totality of all 
the intelligent and the non-intelligent. beings becomes the 
same as the Brakman on account of the relation of the 
body and the soul existing between them (pp. 214-217)... 
grammatical equation can denote neither an absolute iden- 
tity nor an absolute and discrete dissimilarity. be- 
tween the things mentioned therein. Hence those who 
maintain that there is only one attributeless thing in the 
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whole universe, thove who maintain that there is both 
difference and non-difference at the same time between 
the Brahman and the individual souls, and also 
those who maintain that there is absolute difference 
between the individual souls and the Brahman will 
all find that such teachings regarding the sameness of the 
Brahman with the individual soul as are found in the 
Vedanta are all-aimless and meaningless (pp. 217-219.). 
However, to those who maintain that the whole world 
forms the body of the Brakiman all those Vedautic teach- 
ings, which declare that the Brahman Himself constitutes 
the whole world, are sure to appear as appropriate expla- 
nations of the truth. Grammatical equations ean and do 
point out the attributive character of material adjuncts ; 
and the equation that a man is an individual self cannot 
have a merely figurative significance, in as much as the 
human body has to form in this ease a mode of the indivi- 
dual self, And the word which denotes a mode of the in- 
dividual self denotes the individual self also, Accordingly 
the words god, man, &c., include the individual self in 
their import. The individual selves form the body 
of the Highest Self, and hence possess the character 
of being His modes, Thus all the words which de- 
note individual selves include the Highest Self also in 
their import. Consequently all things may be gram- 
matically equated with the Brahman (pp. 219-224.). 
‘This position is then more fully explained and supported, 
All non-intelligent things constitute the objects of enjoy- 
ment, the intelligent things are the enjoyers thereof, and 
the Brahman is their Supreme Ruler; therefore they are 
distinct from one another in nature, as may be made out 
from various passages in the Upanishads and the Bhaga- 
vad-Gité (pp. 224-227.). Both the intelligent and the non- 
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intelligent things form the body of the Brakman and have 
no separate existence from Him ; they are in consequence 
subject to His control. Since in this way the intelligent 
and the non-intelligent things are seen to be the modes of 
the Highest Person, it is easy enough to understand how 
the scriptures teach that He Himself exists in the form of 
the world in its condition of cause as well as in its condi- 
tion of effect. Althongh the non-intelligent thing, the intel- 
ligent thing, and the Brahman are distinct from one 
another in nature, the world must accordingly have the 
Brahman for its material cause ; and the Bralunan who 
thus enters into the production of an effect retains, never- 
theless, His own immodifiable nature quite unaffected, in 
as much ax there is and need be no transformation of His 
nature in the process of producing the effect. Such’ being 
the case, the statement that He is attributeless means that 
He is free from all evil qualities, and the statement that 
He possesses the nature of intelligence means that He is 
self-luminous and can be described only as intelligence in 
ewence. The nranifoldness of things which is negatived in 
the Vedanta ix only-such manifoldness ax is due to the 
non-tealisation of that oneness of the tiniverse which results 
from the fact of the Bratman forming the Soul thereof, 
Only when interpreted thus can all the apparently conflict- 
ing scriptural passages be <cen to agree with one another ; 
and the theory of maya which imposes ignorance on the 
Brahman is therefore unfounded ; and similarly the theory 
which subjects the Brahman to limiting conditions is also 
unfounded, The Highest Person is the one embodied Bei 
and matter and soul constitute His embodiment. ‘Thus 
He is Himvelf all the three real entities—God, soul and 
matter. Consequently the knowledge which has an attri+ 
buteless Bradman for its object is impossible and cannot 
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be the complete knowledge of truth ; and obviously such 
an impossible knowledge of the oneness of the attributeless 
Brahman cannot be the remover of the avidvé postulated 
by the Adwaitins (pp. 227-238. 

‘The last difficulty pointed out by Ramanuja inthe 
way of this theory of maya is called Vivrittvanupapatt’ ; 
andit points that the‘ ignorance ' postulated by the Advar- 

ins has to be irremovable. ‘The individual soul's bondage 
jorance’ is determined by Rarma and is a concrete 

Tt cannot therefore be removed by any abstract 
knowledge. Divine: worship and divine grace can alone 
cause the freedom of the soul, and to know God is to seek 
According to the Adwaitins the differentiation 
of the knower, the knowledge, and the known thing are 
all unreal ; and even that knowledge which is capable of 
removing avidya has to be unreal and has to stand 
in need of another real removing knowledge. Nor 
indeed can that ‘knowledge’ which forms the essential 
nature of the Brakman constitute the knowledge, the 
birth of which means the destruction of avidya,. More- 
over the knower of this knowledge cannot be the 
unreal and superimposed individnal self; mor ean that 
knower be the Brahman, unless such knowership belongs 
to Him by nature and is not unreal, No knower will ever 
destroy himself as _knower by means of the knowledge he 
knows, and the knowership of the Brahman cannot itvelt 
be equivalent to avidyd. . For all these reasons the remov= 
alof the Adiaitn's hypothetical ‘ignorance’ is quite impos- 
sible (pp. 238-243.)- 

‘Thus the Maha-siddhanta is brought to a close ; and 
it is concluded that, as mere ritualistic works yield only 
small and transitory results, the enquiry into the Brakman 
has necessarily to be conducted <o that we may know how: 
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we are to worship Him and thereby attain Him and Im- 
mortality (pp. 241-242.). 


Then comes forward another objector, the Mémam- 
saka, who says that the enquiry into the Brahman need 
not be conducted at all, in as much as such an enquiry 
cannot produce the result which is expected of it, His 
objection is called the Adhikarana-pirvapaksha, and is 
largely based upon linguistic thought and reasoning, He 
says that the true signification of a word is always to de- 
note an action, and the import of the Vedas consists in 
the actions they prescribe. The Vedanla cannot be author- 
itative like them and cannot teach the Brakman, for the 
reavon that the meaning of the word Brakman isindepend- 
ently established otherwise than as an inference from 
actions, The physical expression of the emotions caused by 
listening to. spoken sentences cannot enable us to 
determine the meanings of words, in-as much a many 
things may give rise to similar emotions, Neither the 
etymology of a: word, nor its relation to other words 
in a sentence can. enable us to ascertain its mean- 
ing. independently of all action ; because both these 
methods of interpreting -words are obviously depend- 
nt upon action. Moreover, mere verbal statements can- 
not produce any kind of practical conviction and activity, 
and volition alone is the cause of all voluntary activity, 
‘Therefore that which induces voluntary activity has to be 
the thing that is expressed by words, and thusit is but pro- 
per that action forms the thing which is to be learnt from the 
Vedas. The Brahman is neither. an‘action nor anything 
that is definitely related to an action ; and the knowledge 
of such a Brakman cannot give rise to.any infinite and 
eternal result in the shape of immortality. On the other 
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land, ritualistic works themselves are declared in. the 
Vedas to be capable of yielding eternal and indestructible 
‘meritorious results. Therefore the enquiry into the Bru/- 
‘man need not at all be undertaken (pp. 242-246). 

‘The answer to this objection is called Adhikaraya- 
siddhanta, and it leals us to the conclusion that the 
enquiry into the Brahman has necessarily to be con 
ducted. ‘The linguistic argument of the Parvapakshin is 
here met by pointing out distinetly that the relation be- 
tween words and their meanings is not primarily made out 
by means of any inference from the actions to which the 
utterance of words generally does give rise. Certain 
things have somehow acquired certain names, and the re- 
Jation between such things and their names is dependent 
upon usage and is of itself naturally established without 
the help of any inference, ‘The use of language is taught 
to children by their elders ; and which words denote which 
things is distinctly and frequently enough pointed out to 
the young learners; thus they learn to associate the 
words with the things. ‘The meaning of words is. primari- 
ly made out only in this fashion ; it may in some rare 
cases be made out also with the help of gestures, There- 
fore the rule that the meaning of words is only to denote 
actions is not binding (pp. 246-247). Even if the Vedas 
denote only actions, all such actions are seen to relate to 
the worship of the Brakmax so that thereby He may he 
attained; and hence the knowledge of the true nature of the 
Brakman and His attributes is helpful to actions, and the 
Vedanta which deals with the Brahman has to be studied 
accordingly (pp. 248-249). Even in sentences like—‘ Bring 
the ox’, the significance at words snot to be inferred from 
‘action’; for, this ‘action’ has to be aimed at by the voli- 
tion of the speaker, and all activity proceeds from the 
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dependence’ of the accomplishment of desire upon effort, 
Volitional desire has to be expressed by means of language 
before it is worked out into ‘action’; and this ‘action itself 
‘cannot be the thing desired, and it is not also capable of 
being defined as that which is accomplished by 
volition and which ix also the principal object of 
volition (pp. 24 ven when we take Vedic 
commandments into consideration we find that the 
action denoted by the verb in them ix not the object 
that is to be accomplished by obeying them; nor is 
this object the Aparva that is produced by performing 
the action denoted by the verb of command. It must 
be some desirable and pleasing object like Swarga or it 
must be the avoidance of pain, A commandment is no 
pleasure in itself, and is not anywhere described as such 
in the Vedas; and the mandatory passages found in the 
Vedas relate only to such actions as are indicated by the 
verbs that give the command. Therefore commandments 
are not obeyed and worked out merely for themselves, 
Sacrifices and other such works, enjoined by the scripture 
and denoted by the verbal roots in the scriptural come 
imandments, have all the character of constituting the 
worship of the Highest Person who js the internal ruler of 
all gods ; and the result aimed at by those works flows to 
‘us altogether from that Highest Person Himself (pp. 252- 
253. The knowledge of the tieaning and nature of 
Swarga is necessary on the part of him who performs 
the Jvotishtoma sacrifice, in as much as Swarga is the 
object to be attained and the sacrifice is the means 
therefor, Similarly the Vadantic Brakman is the 
highest object to be attained by man, and Vedic ‘works’ 
are only the means to attain Him. The statement 
that the Ghaturmasya sacrifice yields indestructible 
gE 
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results is not to be understood literally, as there are 
many explicit statements in the scripture to the effect 
that the results derived from the performance of ritualistic 
works as works are unimportant and unenduring. Accord- 
ingly it is concluded that, although the meaning and nature 
of Brahman are self-established and underived from any 
‘action’, the study of the Vedanta which teaches such a 
Brakman has necessarily tobe commenced and conducted 
(pp. 255-256.). 

‘The discussion of the one aphorism making up the 
Jinastdhikarana is thus brought to a clove, 


Like the first, the second aphorism also makes up a 
whole Adjikarana, the object of which is to point. out 
what that Brahman really is who is stated to be the 
object of all Vedantic study and investigation, ‘The aphor- 
jam itself rans thus "The Brakman is that from whom 
proceed the creation, &c,, of this universe.” After explain- 
ing the grammar and the meaning of the words in the 
aphorism, the question whether it gives any admissible 
dlefinition of the Brahman is taken up for consideration ; 
and the position of the Parcapa&shin that it does not give 
any uch definition is first stated. ‘This aphorism is based 
fon a passage in the Taittiriyopanishad (II, 1. 1.) wherein 
the Brahman is declared to be the creator, the preserver, 
and the destroyer of the world ; and the question is wheth- 
cer these characteristics of creation, &c., are competent 
todefine Him. ‘The characteristics of universal creation, 
preservation and destruction cannot define the Brahman ; 
decause Brahman may be a common noun, and because 
also these attributes being more than one may thus denote 
more than one Brahman as in the instance—“The ox is 
‘that which is broken-horned, hornless and fully horned,” 
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Nor can the attributes of creation, &c, give rise to any 
accidental characterisation of the Braman, in as much as 
all accidental characterisations denote only such things as 
have already been definitively characterised in some form 
or other, and in as much as it is not possible to. establish 
that there is any definitive characterisation of the Bra/- 
man quite independently of the passage referred to in 
the aphorism, ‘Therefore it is not possible to know the 
Brahman vy means of any definition (pp. 257-259.)- 

‘To these objections it is replied that the characteris- 
ties of universal creation, &c., mentioned in this aphorism 
‘are well suited to give us an accidental characterisation of 
the Brahman, and suited also to give a definition of the 
Brahman, IW is not right to say that the Brahman 
is not at all known to us otherwise than through the char- 
acteristics of universal creation, &c.; etymology itself 
teaches us that He is a Being who is characterised by Su- 
preme Greatness and Growth and in the Upanishadic pas- 
sage under reference He is spoken of as a well known Bes 
ing. His greatness is really due to the fact of His being 
both the instrumental and the material cause of the universe, 
and the Brahman who is known to be all this may well be 
denoted by the characteristics of universal creation, &c, 
(pp. 259-261,). ‘These characteristics of universal creation, 
&c, are also capable of defining the Brahman, in as much 
as they need not denote more than one Brakman, In 
the definition of the ox given above, all the three defining 
attributes are seen to conflict with each other; and thus 
they tend to denote more than one ox, In the given 
definition of the Brakman there is no such ‘contradiction 
between the attributes, for the reason that the world’s 
creation, preservation, and destruction take place at 
different times, The attributes of universal creation, 
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&c, define the Brakman to be the only cause of the 
universe, and the scriptural passage—“The Brakman 
is’ Existence, Knowledge, Infinity”"—denotes His esen- 
tial nature to be different from that of all other thing 
and indeed there is no fallacy of reciprocal dependence 
between these two ways of knowing the Brahman, 
‘Thus the attributes of univenal creation, &c., do de> 
fine the Brakman, and He is quite capable of being 
understood by means of a definition (pp. 261-263.). Con- 
sequently the Brahman cannot be a mere attributeless 
Being ; etymology gives Him the characteristics of Great- 
nes and Growth, this aphorism defines Him as the Cause 
of the Universe, and other aphorisms endow Him with the 
power of Seeing’, &c, These aphorisms and the scriptural 
passages on which they are based do not constitute any 
authority for holding the opinion that the Bralman is an 
altogether attributeless Being. Logic deals with the simi 
larities in the distribution of attributes among entities, 
‘and cannot of course prove an attributeless thing. Finally, 
it is not possible to interpret this aphorism to mean that 
the Brahman is the cause of the illusion of phenomena ; 
because this illusion has to be based upon aviidya, and the 
Brahman cannot be identical with it, but has to be a wit- 
ness thereof. To be such a witness implies that He has 
the character of homogeneous luminosity, whereby He 
ceases to be attributeles; and to deprive Him of this 
characteristic attribute of luminosity is to convert Him into 
nothingness (pp. 263-264.). 


The third Adzikarana also contains only one aphorism 
which runs thus :—“That the Braman is the’ éause of the 
creation, &c., of the universe, follows altogether from. the 
scripture ; because the scripture forms the source of the 
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knowledge relating:to Him.” “The aim of this aphorism 
is to chew that the Brahman, as defined in the previous 
aphorism, can be made out only by means of the Vedanta, 
and that there is no other means of knowing Him, The 
meaning of the aphorism is as usual explained and then 
the question it relates to is taken up for discussion. Against 
the above-mentioned view of the Vedantin that the scrip- 
ture alone forms the souree of all our knowledge relating 
to the Brahman, the Mimamsakas, the Naiyyayikas, and 
the Vaiteshikas are the prominent orthodox objectors ; 
and the position of the Mimamsada is given at first, after 
stating, however,"the general objection that the Brahman 
is capable of being made out by other means of proof than 
the scripture, and that the scripture has in consequence no 
special meaning or authority in this matter. The Mimam- 
saka agrees with the Vedantin so far as the revelational 
authority of the scripture is concemed, but holds that the 
scripture is an inviolable authority in relation to ritualistic 
‘works’ also. Therefore he naturally contends that the 
Brahman cannot be proved either by perception, or by in 
ference. External perception, internal perception, and yogic 
perception are all shown to be incapable of proving the 
Brakman; and itis next pointed out that neither deduction 
not induction can establish the Braliman (pp. 265-267.). 
Here the Naixyayika comes forward and says that the 
world is seen to be made up of component parts, and is 
thus a produced effect. Whatever is a produced effect 
necessarily implies a competent producing agent, and such 
anagent is the Brakman, Moreover, the world that is pro- 
duced out of non-intelligent matter cannot but be subject to 
the control of a single intelligent being, who has to be the 
Brahran in this ease. Accordingly He is capable of being 
proved by logic (page 267.). At this point the Mimamsaka 
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joins issue with the Naiyyayika and points out that certain 
‘material bodies are not produced by those who control or 
enjoy them, that certain other material bodies, when their 
parts are seen to be organically put together, do not stand 
in need of any intelligent agent to control their working, 
and that there is no reason shown why in the cae of the 
world the controlling intelligent being has to be only one, 
and has also to be other than the individual selves whose 
existence is admitted on both sides, Then the argument 
that every produced effect implies competent agent to 
produce it, and that the world is =uch a produced effect, 
is criticised ; and in the course of the criticism it is distinct 
ly shewn that this kind of design argument necessaril 
makes the world appear too much like a man-made thing 
and makes the Brahman Himself become too much like 
human being, while there is really no impossibility in. the 
of the individual selves themselves satisfying the de- 
mands of this argument. Here a warming is given that 
from this it should not be understood that the Mimamsaka 
is of opinion that logic is of no use whatsoever in acquit- 
inga true knowledge of the Brakman. His opinion is 
that logic is useful in understanding the &aséras aright, and 
that apart from the Sdstras there is really no means by 
which God can be proved (pp. 267-271). And now the 
Vaiseshika intervenes as against the Mimamsaka to shew 
that God is capable of being proved solely by means of 
the process of logical inference. The material world is 
made up of constituent parts ; it is inert and gross, and is 
nevertheles« set in motion and has a definite form ; therefore 
it cannot but be a produced effect. To infer a producing 
agent from the fact of there being a produced effect is 
never unjistifiable—not even when we do not know the 
producibility of the effect and the productive competency 
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of the agent, Both these are rightly inferred from the nature 
of the effect itself, Thus we arrive at God. The distri- 
“bution of pleasure and pain to individuals in accordance 
with the merit and demerit.of their Aarmas cannot take 
place of itself, Hence a Person who is capable of award- 
ing skilfully the fruits of karmas in accordance with the 
various Aarmas themselves is also to be necessarily postu- 
lated, It is not right to hold that the individual selves 
themselves are the producing agents of the world aud the 
distributors of the fruits of Aarmas, as their power and 
knowledge are seen to be inadequate to serve such a pur- 
pose, and as the inferred cause must in every way be 
‘competent to produce the observed effect. Nor is it right 
to maintain that this design argument proves the inferred 
creator of the world to be too human and to be thus devoid 
of the qualities of omniscience and the lordship of all 
things. Non-omniscience and non-lordship do not affect 
the producibility of things ; and if they are not found in 
association with the producing Creator, surely there is 
nothing wrong in it. This design argument does not fail 
even on account of the fact that God has no material body: 
in the way in which human agents have bodies. ‘The will 
of God which is based on His mind is alone the active 
agent in creation ; and His mind is eternal and unassociat- 
ed with matter, Accordingly God can be conclusively 
proved by logic. However, it cannot be proved that He 
is both the instrumental and the material cause of the 
world, in ax much as that which forms the material cause 
is seen to be extremely different from that which forms the 
instrumental cause (pp. 271-2772). 

‘This position of the Vaikeshika is then taken up for 
final disposal, and it is shewn that his design argument ix 
defective in many ways, The world and its various parts 
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are, no doubt, produced effects ; but there is really nothing 
in the logic given above to prove that they were creat- 
ed by one agent at one particular time. All the 
things in the world do not possess the character of 
being a single produced effect, and a single agent 
cannot be proved to be their Creator. On the score that 
individual souls cannot be the creators of our wonderful 
world, and on the score that it is inappropriate to 
assume many individual souls to have been agents in 
the act of creation, it is not right to argue that 
there must be only one Creator of the world, Through 
the highly increased influence of their adyishfa, individual 
souls can and do produce certain particular created effects, 
The conceptions of the simultaneous origination of all 
things and the simultaneous destruction of all things do 
not deserve to occupy the position of proved truth ; and a 
single person who is capable of creating all things at once is 
nowhere known to exist, and cannot be logically inferred, 
‘unless logical inference can make the improbable probable 
and the impossible possible. And scripture also contradicts 
the idea that all produced things have only one producing 
agent, God is not subject to karma, and is not actuated 
by the ‘qualities’ of satlea, rajas, and famas; He can 
therefore neither desire creation nor produce creation. 
Further, He is without a material body and is devoid of 
all pereeivable activity ; and an agent who produces 
through mere desire is unpereeived and is hence unin- 
ferrible. Consequently, the Brahman who is the Highest 
Person can be proved only by the astras; and it is not 
‘opposed to reason, as shall be shewn later on, that He is 
the material case as well as the instrumental cause of the 
whole universe, although there are portions in it which 
‘cannot be proved to be made up of constituent parts, Thus 
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the scriptural passage on which this aphorism is based is 
amply authoritative and abundantly full of import, in as 
much as the Brakman cannot, by any other means of 
proof, be cognised as the creator, the preserver, and the 
destroyer of the world (pp. 277-284,). 


‘The fourth Adhikarana also is, ike the previous three, 
made up of only one aphorism; and it runs thus:—That, 
viz, the fact that the seripture forms altogether the source 
‘of the knowledge relating to the Brahman, results, how- 
ever, from His constituting the true purport of the. scrip- 
ture.” Now, although the Brahman cannot be cognised 
by any means of proof other than the saséras, is He after 
all really established by the Jtstras? This is the question 
which is discussed under this aphorism, After interpreting 
the words of the aphorism, some passages from certain 
Upanishads axe quoted to shew that to teach the Brahman 
is the only aim of the Sastras; and then it is formally 
stated that, although He does not import any activity or 
cessation from activity, He alone constitutes the true pur 
port of the Vedanta, Here the Mimamsaka comes for- 
ward with his objection that all sentences have their 
finality in some utility or other, either as relating to 
voluntary activity or cessation from activity, or a+ relating 
to knowledge ; that no sentence is thus capable of import 
ing things, the ideas corresponding to which are already 
naturally established ; and that consequently the Vedanta 
cannot establish the Brakman, the idea corresponding to 
whom is already naturally established (pp. 284-287.). 

‘This objection is answered by the Nishprapanchikara- 
nacniyoga-vadin who holds that the Upanishads give us 
the commandment to nou-phenomenalise the Brahman, 
and that therefore they relate to action and have their 
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finality in utility, Even if the Brahman is seli-evident, 
there js nothing wrong in His being made the object of an 
‘action’ so that He may be realised in the non-phenomenal 
form (pp. 287-288). The Mimamsaka contends against this 
view also, and says that all those, who maintain like him that 
the syntactical meaning of sentences is a commandment, 
miuist also be prepared to distinctly point out like him, in 
every case under consideration, the commandment, the 
attribute of the person to whom the commandment is direct- 
ed, the special object of the commandment, the manner of 
carrying out the commandment, the details of procedure 
to be adopted in carrying it out, and the person who is to 
carry it out. It is fully possible to do this in connection 
with Vedic commandments all of which enjoin the perform- 
ance of ritualistic works. There is, for instance, the 
commandment bearing upon the /yotishtoma sacrifice ; 
coriimandment is to be found in the Fajurveda; the 
attribute of the person to whom the commandment is 
directed is the desire to attain Swarga ; the.special object 
of the commandment ix the Jyotishtoma sacrifice ; the 
yajamana or the sactificer is the performer thereof; and 
the manner of performing it and the details of procedure 
to be adopted in «0 performing it are all distinctly laid 
down in authoritative works relating thereto. But in the 
case of the supposed Vedantic commandment enjoining the 
non-phenomenalisation of the Brakman, it is not possible 
16 specify any attribute as that which has necessarily 
to belong to the person to whom the commandment is 
directed ; nor is it possible to know in this case what the 
special object of the commandment is, in as much as this 
special and immediate object of the commandment has to 
be different from the final aim thereof, in the way in which 
the Jyatishtoma sacrifice is different from Swarga, Further, 
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this supposed Vedgutic commandment cannot but be useless 
and absurd ; and the details of procedure to be adopted in 
carrying it out are indeed nowhere to be found in: the 
Jastras. ‘Therefore the Vedanta gives no commandment 
enjoining the non-phenomenalisation of the Brahman 
(pp. 288-293.). 

‘Then the Diyana-nyoga-vddin comes forward with 
hhis objection against the contention of the Mimamsaka, 
and declares that the Vedanéa is authoritative in teaching 
us the true nature of the Brakman by means of the injune- 
tion bearing upon His meditation, The Dhyana-niyoga- 
nadin is he who, while agreeing with the Mimamsaka in 
holding that the scripture cannot be of any authority in 
relation to anything the idea corresponding to which is 
already naturally established, maintains at the same time 
that the Vedanda is nevertheless authoritative in relation 
to the Brahman, in as much as it gives a commandment 
enjoining the meditation of which He forms the object. 
‘This commandment enjoining meditation implies the thing 
to be meditated upon, and that thing is no other than the 
Brahman,whose real nature also is described in the Vedanta, 
‘The Brahman alone is real while all else that ix different 
from Him is unreal, Accordingly, when there is contradic» 
tion between distinction and non-distivetion, the latter 
alone is the reality ; and the final beatific release of the 
soul is the same as its becoming identified with the Bral- 
man, ‘The achievement of this identification is not. possi- 
ble without the help of that meditation which entirely 
relates to Him (pp. 293-295.). 

Here the Adwaitin begins to oppote the Dhyitna-niyoga- 
‘din and says that the freedom of the sou! from the bond- 
age of avidya can-and does result merely from the 
knowledge of the syntactical meaning of scriptural sentences, 
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and that the final beatific release of the soul must be such. 
as carnot be accomplished under an injunetion, in as much 
as any possible fresh accomplishment of it will certainly 
imply that it is non-eternal, Final release or moksha is 
the same as the unembodied condition of the soul, and this 
unembodied condition is its essential nature and is hence 
cternal and unereatable, To accomplish anything anew 
must mean either its origination, or attainment, or modifi 
cation, or refinement ; and it is not possible to predicate 
any of these things in regard to moksia. ‘The knowledge 
of the syntactical meaning of sentences does not therefore 
produce moksha, but only removes the obstructions whieh 
are in its way, Final release follows immediately after 
the knowledge of the Brakman is acquired, and does not 
stand in need of anything that has to be produced by obey 
ing a commandment given in the dtstras. The Jastras 
declare all phenomenal ions to be unreal and to be 
manuiactured by avidya, and the commandment enjoining 
ation is useful only in helping us to understand well the 
syntactical meaning of scriptural sentences, Iinmediately: 
after the knowledge of truth is acquired, the bondage of 
unreality must necessarily give way; and to be released from 
this bondage, one need not wait even till the falling off of 
the body. It has thus to be made out that moksha ix not 
thing that can be accomplished by obeying the command- 
nent relating to meditation, and that the Brahman is not 
hence implied in that commandment ; indeed He is inde- 
pendently taught and known (pp. 293-301.) 

‘This contention of the Adwaitin is next met by the 
Dhydna-niyoga-vadin, He says that the phenomenal 
bondage’ of the soul is x concrete reality and is actually: 
perceived to be such, Mere abstract knowledge of any 
|kind is wholly incompetent to remove’ this bondage ; and 


httpvacharya.org 


ANALYTICAL OUTLINE OF CONTENTS, xiv 


the knowledge derived from the scripture is no exception 
in this matter and cannot destroy the sensory perception 
of differentiated phenomena. Moreover, meditation can- 
not be the means of knowing the syntactical meaning of 
scriptural sentences, in as much as the Brahman has to be 
known before He can be meditated upon; nor can it 
produce the knowledge which relates to the oneness of the 
self with the non-phenomenal Brahman, because it has 
itself to pre-suppose many phenomenal entities. If it were 
possible to destroy the bondage of avidya merely by the 
knowledge of the syntactical meaning of scriptural sentenc- 
es the commandment enjoining meditation would become 
purposeless. ‘The bondage of phenomenal unreality can- 
not, however, be so destroyed ; and it follows as a matter 
of course that Jivanmusti, or the soul's release from such i 
bondage even while it is in the embodied condition, is 
altogether impossible. The idea of Joanmuhti is iMlogical, 
and is opposed to scripture; it is discarded by a great 
teacher iike Apastamba, Accordingly, bondage comes to 
‘an end only after death and by means of that injunction 
which relates to meditation and which produces the direct 
knowledge of the Bradman, What is accomplished under 
this injunction relating to meditation is not final release 
itself, but it ix the removal of the obstructions to final 
release ; therefore this injunction cannot give a non-eternal 
character to moksha. Obeying this injunction purifies the 
mind ; the mind so purified realises the Brahman directly; 
and there i nothing in the scripture to shew that He 
cannot be made an object of meditation. Therefore the 
bondage of phenomenal unreality comes to an end only by: 
obeying the commandment which enjoins meditation and 
the final result of which ix the direct realisation of the 
Brahman (pp. 302-309. 
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At this point the Diyana-niyoga-vadin anticipates the 
objection of the Bhedabhedavadins, according to whom 
there is no contradiction between distinction and non- 
distinction, and the Brakman is thus the seat of both dis- 
tinction and non-distinction at the same time. Every 
object that we perceive is suggestive of similarity as well 
as of diversity. When a thing is realised as the cause 
of another thing, there is the realisation of similarity 
for non-distinction between them ; for instance, when 
clay is made out to be the cause of a pot, we see that there 
is non-distinction between the clay and the pot. Similarly, 
when a thing is realised as representative of a genus, there 
is the realisation of non-distinction between that thing and 
the other things belonging to that genus, On the other 
hhand, when a thing is realised independently in its condi- 
tion as an effect or in its condition as a particular individual, 
there is the realisation of distinction between it and other 
things, ‘Thus it is nothing uncommon to realise the same 
thing as the seat of both distinction and non-distinction at 
the same time, In every process of recognition also there 
is the realisation of both distinction and non-distinction in 
relation to one and the same thing (pp. 309-311.). It cannot 
bemaintained, however, that the commonly current superim= 
position of the idea of the self on the body indicates that 
there is both distinction and non-distinction between the 
body and the self; because it is the unstultified idea alone 
which everywhere proves things. The idea of the serpent 
falsely perceived in a rope is soon stultified, and cannot 
Prove any non-distinction as really existing between the 
serpent and the rope. Similarly the idea of the self arrived 
atin relation to the body is stultified, and cannot prove any 
non-distinction between the self and the body. Accord. 
ingly, the individual self is not absolutely distinct from the 
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Brakman ; itis both distinct and non-distinet from Him ; 
and there is ample scriptural authority to prove this (pp. 
4311-314.), In the state of final beatific release the indivi- 
ual self has to be absolutely identicai with the Brahman ; 
and non-distinction alone is thus natural, while the distine- 
tion of the individual selves from the Brahman as well as 
from each other is due to limiting conditions. The Aarma 
of the individual self gives rise to these limiting conditions, 
and they in their turn give rise to karma, ‘The stream is 
thus kept up ; and according as the Braiman is or is not 
subject to these limiting conditions, He is realised to be 
distinct or non-distinct from the individual self, ‘The spatial 
‘ether is, for example, distinct or non-distinct from the ether 
in-a pot according as it is or is not limited by the walls of 
the containing pot (pp. 314-317.)» 

‘The position of the Bhedadhedavadin so stated is then 
attacked by the Diyana-niyoga-vadin, The idea of non- 
contradiction between distinction and non-dlistinction is 
shown to be illogical and untenable, and it is pointed out 
that in every perception it is realised that a particular 
thing is of a particular nature, Here the characterising 
thing is the genus and the characterised thing is the parti- 
cular individual. The individual self is not, however, real- 
ised as belonging to the genus Brahman, and cannot 
therefore be both distinct and non-distinct from the 
Brahman. Non-distinction is based upon the sastras; 
and distinction is due to avidya, which being unreal, is in- 
capable of tainting the Brakman. It is inconceivable 
how the supposed limiting conditions really do limit the 
Brahman who is only one and indivisible and homogene- 
ous. The individual self cannot be a bit of the Brahman 
cut off from Him by limiting conditions ; it cannot be 
such a part of the Brahman as is not cut off from Him and 
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is still associated with limiting conditions; nor can it be 
the Brahman Himself in essence, though subject to limiting 
conditions; nor finally can it be the limiting condition 
ittelf, Thus non-distinction between the Brakman and 
the individual <elf is alone the reality, and the Vedauta is 
auithoritative in relation to the esential nature of the 
Brahinan, in as much as the knowledge thereof is needed 
5A complement to the injunetion relating to meditation 
(pp. 317-323). 

Now the Mimamsaka comes forward to meet finally 
the Dhyana-nivoga-vadin and maintains that, although the 
knowledge of the essential nature of the Brahman is need~ 
eas a complement to the injunction bearing upon medita- 
tion, there is indeed nothing to show that Vedantic passag- 
es import anything that is really existent. In connection 
with the commandment enjoining the realisation of the 
Brohman as a Name, we find that the completion of 
meditation is possible even when its object is a mere 
mental concept corresponding to which there may or may: 
not be any external entity. The Veddnla is devoid ot 
y in the form of inducing activity or cessation from 
nel even when it is granted that it induces the 
jon, it is incapable of establishing the 
reality of the Brahman, in as much as an object of medi- 
tation need not always be real, and in as much as the iden 
corresponding to the word Brahman is already naturally 
established and known (pp. 323-325.). 

And at last the Veddndin comes forward and proves 
his case as against the Mimamsaka, and points out that 
the Vedanta which teaches that Brakman, who is the 
highest object of attainment for all, cannot be said not to 
have its finality only in utility. Such scriptural passages 
aS relate to activity and cessation from activity may, on 
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the other hand, be said not to have their finality in 
utility; because they give rise merely to that kind of 
Knowledge which can be utilised only so long as there 
are desirable objects to attain, But Vedavtic passages en- 
able us to know that individual souls acquire unlimited and 
unsurpassed bliss at the time of modsha, and enable ws also 
to know that they continue for ever in the enjoy- 
ment of such bliss. ‘Therefore there is really no end to 
the utility of the knowledge produced by the Vedanta, 
‘To know this invitingly attractive and worthy nature of the 
highest object of human pursuit is to be impelled to, seek 
it s0 as to find it; and herein is the utility of the Vedanta, 
‘This utility cannot indeed be well based merely on such an 
abstract conception of the Brahman ax hax no reality to 
correspond to it. If it be shewn that the Upanishads do 
not teach the real existence of the Brahman, then, 
although they may give rise to the conceptual knowledge of 
the Brahman, they can have no finality inutility. ‘There- 
fore the Brahman is really existent, and the chief end of 
the Vedanta is to teach us to know Him (pp. 325-328.), 


‘The fifth Adhikarana consists of eight aphorisms, 
commencing with the fifth and ending with the twelfth, 
‘The object of this Adhikaraya is to establish that what is 
declared to be the cate of universal creation, &c, in the 
Vedanta is not Prakriti or primordial matter with all the 
potentialities assigned to it by the Sa#khyas; but that it 
is that omniscient and omnipotent Being who has been 
denoted by the name of Brakman, The cause of the world 
is spoken of as Satin the Chhandogya-Uipanishad, and 
the word Saf means Existence, Does this word Evislence 
denote the Pradhana or Prakriti of the Sankhyas, ot 
does it denote the Brahman? The doubt aries that 
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it may denote the Pradhaua, in as much as, whatever 
thing and whatever general nature thereof exist in the 
condition of a cause, that same thing and that same 
nature thereof have to exist also in the condition of an 
effect, and in as much as the world which is a produced 
effect and is hence made up of the qualities of sattva, rajas 
and famas cannot therefore have the non-material ‘qua- 
lity-less’ Brahman for its cause, If the undifferentiated 
Praithana is not taken to be the cause of the world, it ix 
impossible to understand how, by knowing a certain single 
thing, all things become known, as it is declared in the 
scripture ; and it is impossible also to understand why the 
statement relating to the canse of the world is, as given in, 
the Chhitndogya-Upanishad, in the form of a proposition 
and an illustration. In reply to such a supposition it is 
pointed out in the first of the eight aphorisms of this 
Adhikarana that the Existence spoken of as the cause of 
the world cannot be the Pradhdna, because the activity 
of sceing and thinking is predicated in relation to it, 
‘There is no doubt that the cause has necessarily to be in 
natural conformity with the effect ; and the Highest Per- 
son who owns all the intelligent and the non-intelligent 
things in their subtle state as His body is certainly in 
natural conformity with all produced effects, ax taught in 
the Upanishads and as maintained by the Sa/rakara him= 
self. The passage dealing with the cause of the world in 
the Ci/andogya-CUpanishad is not really in the form of a 
syllogism, as the middle term is altogether wanting ; and 
hence it surely cannot be that that passage mentions the 
logically inferrible Pradhana to be the cause of the world 
(pp. 329-334.) The second aphorism in the Adhidarana 
is intended to show that the activity of seeing’ predicated 
in relation to the Sat which forms the cause of the world 
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is not to be interpreted figuratively, in as much as that 
Sat ix spoken of as the Atman. The teaching in the 
Chhandogya-Upanishad (V1. 8. 7.) has in view the world 
which is made up of intelligent and non-intelligent thing», 
and-points out that the Saf is the Atman or the Selé 
thereof ; and surely the non-intelligent Pradhana cannot 
be the intelligent Aéman, ‘The omniscient Brakman alone 
can be the world’s Atman, and can also see and think 
(pp. 334-336.) ‘The third aphorism of the Adhikarana 
gives another reason why the Sat that is mentioned to be 
the cause of the world cannot be the material Pradhana, 
and that reason is that it is taught in the context that he 
who is firmly devoted to that Saf obtains final release as 
a result of his devotion, What one worships here on 
earth determines what one attains finally ; and to attain 
the Pradhana is not to obtain moksha, but it ix to get into 
the bondage of samsara, Indeed the Vedanla is not so 
unkind as to impel us to get into this bondage (pp. 336- 
337). ‘The fourth aphorism here assigns another 
teavon why the causal Sa¢ cannot be the Pradhana ; and 
that reason is that Svetaketu, who was desirous of attain- 
ing osha, is taught in the context that he is the same 
as the Sal, which certainly cannot mean that he was mere 
matter; for, if he were the same as the Pradhgna, he 
could obtain no moksha, and the idea of his being the 
same as the Sal would deserve to be discarded. - But it is 
niot taught that it is to be so discarded (page 337.). The 
next aphorism gives the fifth reason why the causal 
Sat is not the Pradhana; and in it it is pointed out that, 
if the Sat were the Pradhaua, there would then be the 
contradiction of the proposition enunciated in the context 
to the effect that, by knowing a certain single thing, all 
things become known, ‘This arises ont of the fact that 
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not-intelligent matter cannot give rise to the intelligent 
individual souls, and cannot be their cause; and hence, 
‘by knowing it, all things cannot become known (page 
338.) The next aphorism is based on a passage in the 
Chhandogya-Upanishad (V1, 8, 1,), in which it is declared 
that a sleeping person is in union with the Sal, and 
that while asleep he withdraws into his own cause 
and is also absorbed into his own cause. Here the 
Sat is the cause into which its effect, namely, the indi- 
vidual self withdraws; and the non-intelligent Pradhana 
ddoex not deserve to be the cause of the individual self, 
Until final release takes place the individual self ix asso- 
ciated with names and forms; in moksha and at the time 
ol deep sleep he is embraced by the Brakman and gives 
up names and forms, It is thus that he withdraws into 
his own cause, and the Sadhas therefore to be the Brahman 
(pp. 339-3414). ‘The next aphorism maintains that the 
cause of the world cannot be the Pradiana, because the 
Saf which is mentioned here as the cause must haye the 
same meaning as whatever is elsewhere in the scripture 
dectared to be the world's cause, In a number of scriptural 
pumages the Lord of All is taught to be the cause of the 
World, and this causal Saf cannot therefore be other than 
the Lord (pp. 341-342). The last aphorism of the 
sldhikarana says that more than all it is actually revealed 
in the Giidndogya and other Upanishads that the Supreme 
Self is the cause of the universe, and that the causal Sa/ 
cannot at all mean in consequence any thing other 
than that Supreme Self, who is the Highest Person 
and is also the Brakman that has to be enquired into in 
the Vedanta, In conclusion it is pointed out at the end 
of this Adhikaraza that the import of it as a whole is 
against the position of the Adwailins, according. to which 
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the Brahman is a mere attributeless- intelligence and 
Juminosity. Here the Bralman is declared to be associat 
h the rea/ attribute of “eeing’, and His character 
‘as a Witness cannot therefore be wurcal, ‘The ‘seeing’ and. 
thinking Brahman must be an intelligent being, and to be 
1 intelligent being is to possess the quality of intelligence, 
To be devoid of this attribute of intelligence is to be the 
same as the non-intelligent Pradhana, which surely the 
Brahman is not. In the same way in which the Brahman 
cannot be attributeless, He cannot also be mere luminosity 
or intelligence. Indeed luminosity or intelligence is that 
which makes itself and other things fit to be realised by a 
cognising mind ; and a thing which is devoid of all attri- 
utes cannot possess this capacity. To grant that the 
Brahman has such « capacity is the same as to admit that 
He is none other than the all-powerful, all-knowing, and 
all-good God; and an attributeless entity cannot but be a 
mere nothing that is totally unrealisable (pp. 342-346.) 


‘The sixth Adhikaraga is the Anandamayadhikaraya, 
and contains also eight aphorisms from the thirteenth to 
the twentieth, ‘The object of the last Adhitarana, known 
as the Zkshatyadhckarana, is to prove that the Brahman 
declared to be the cause of the world is not the same as 
the Pradhana of the Sankhyas ; and the Anandamayadhi- 
Aarana shews that that Brahman is different from the in- 
dividual sell also, This sAdhiRaraua is based on the Anan- 
davalli of the Taittiriya-Upanishad, and the first aphorism 
here runs thus:—“That which is denoted by the word Anan- 
damaya isthe Brahman; because there is, in the context, 
the repetition of various grades of bliss which culminate 
in the Anandamaya or the Highest Bliss.” Here the 
doubt arises whether this Anandamaya is the Highest Self 
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who is different from the individual self commonly known 
ax the yiva, or whether the Anandamaya is the ja him- 
self, It can be made out from the context in the Taitti- 
riya-Upanishad that the Anandamaya denotes the Brah- 
‘man who is the cause of the world; and whether this 
Brakman is different from the jiva or not has therefore to 
be determined by making out what the Anandamaya 
means, According to the Sa#khyas the association of the 
individual self with matter is the cause of all creation, and 
individual selves may accumulate the merit of karma to 
such an extent as even to become presiding deities at the 
conmencement of what is called a creating ka/pa or cycle. 
Hence they are the Parvapahshins here, and hold that the 
Anandamaya is the individual self, They sty that since the 
Anandamaya is dectared in the Taitteriva-Upanishad to 
be associated with an embodiment, it cannot be anything 
other than the individual self, Again, the fact that what 
is declared to be the cause of the world is, in scriptural 
passages, grammatically equated with the individual self is 
evidence to them that the individual selfitselfis the cause of 
the world, ‘The individual self can ‘see’ and think ; and its 
final object of attainment is freedom from association with 
matter, in as much as such freedom from the bondage of 
matter and ignorance constitutes its essential nature and 
its bliss, With the object of pointing out this essential 
nature of the individual self, the Tailtiriva- Upanishad 
says that the Anandamaya is different from the body 
(annamaya); different from the life inside it (frazamaya), 
different from the mind within (manomaya), and different 
even from the understanding therein (oij@anamaya). The 
Anandamaya is thus the innermost entity in the body, 
and is the same as the individual self (pp. 346-350.). 
Here the Adiaitin steps in with his interpretation of the 
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Anandamaya. According to him the Anandamaya is 
not different from the Brakman who is the seat of 
joy, pleasure, satisfaction and bliss, all of which are 
described to be His constituent parts. The Brahman is 
of such a nature as distinguishes Him rom all other things, 
He is the innermost essence of all and is called the Atman, 
‘The idea intended to be conveyed by the Adwaitin is that 
the individual self is not essentially different from the Brah- 
man who isaltogether one only without a second, and that 
this secondtess Being is the Anandamaya, The Adwaitin 
then meets a possible objection to the effect that the Ananda~ 
‘maya may not be the Brahman, but may be something eb 
and he distinetly shews that the Anandamaya must not 
only mean the Brahman, but also must indicate that the 
Brahman is extremely different from pain, even as He is 
different from all things other than Himself, The differ- 
entiation of the individual selves from the Brahman and 
from each other is due to avidya; otherwise there is no 
difference between the essential nature of the individual 
self and that of the Brahman. Viewed in relation to its 
essential nature the individual self deserves to be called 
the Anandamaya quite ax much as the Brahman does; and 
it 1s appropriate in the context to interpret the Ananda- 
maya ax that individual self which is not in esence 
different from the Bralman (pp. 350-353.)- 

‘Thus both the Saakhyas and the Adwaitins maintain, 
in their own respective ways, that the Anandamaya is 
nothing other than the individual self. At this point it is 
shewn that the aphorism quoted above indicates clearly 
that the Anandamaya must mean the Brahman, who is 
distinctly other than the individual self, ‘The reason 
assigned for this is that, in the Zaittiriya-Upanishad, 
there is a graded repetition of several kinds of bliss, 
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in-an ‘order in which exch sueceeding bliss is a hundred 
fold of the bliss preceding it, so as to reach that bliss 
which forms the summit of an unsurpassable condition. 
This last bliss is not possible to the individual self, and 
denotes therefore the Brahman who alone can be its 
abode. Accordingly this Upanishad declares the Ananda- 
‘maya to be different from the vijfanamaya, which latter 
hhas necessarily to mean the same as the individual self, 
The word vipMénamaya cannot mean mere intellect or 
understand erpreted, the affix maya 
that is found in it would be meaningles« ; it really means 
the knower or the individual self, It is true that in the 
passage —"" The ejinana performs the saerifice”—the ward 
v/jMana stands for viitanamaya ; but it has tobe borne in 
mind that words which denote the essential attributes of 
things are often used so as to denote those things them- 
selves j besides, there are grammatical rules according to 
which the word e#jtana has to mean an intelligent agent 
but not mere intelligence. ‘The rijitana that performs the 
sacrifice is indeed an agent, which the mere intellect or 
understanding can never be ; and this same vijaana is also 
said to own a body as its home, ‘The Madhyandinas. and 
the Kanvas have two separate recensions of the Brihada- 
ragvaka-Upanishad. In the recension of the latter there isa 
particular passage (III. 7. 22.) in which the word vjinana 
‘occurs; and in the corresponding passage in the recension of 
the formerit is found that the word a¢man is used instead of 
the word ngjiténa. ‘This decides that the »iyaana which is 
wed in the place of the wyaauamaya can be nothing other 
than the individual self, and the word vipRanamaya itself 
very appropriately denotes the individual self, Therefore 
the Anndamaya, which is positively declared to be differ 
ent from the vijtanamaya, cannot denote the individual 
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self, but must denote the Brahman who is other than the 
individual self (pp. 354-358. $ 

Then this other position of the Parvapakshins—that, 
because tie Being, who is declared to be the cause world, is, 
in a numbe.jaf scriptural passages, seen to be grammatically 
equated with the individual self, the Anandamaya has to 
be the sioiie as the jual self—is taken up for consi- 
deration and criticism. ‘The individual self is, no doubt, 
‘an intelligent being ; but that being cannot have the power 
of creating, preserving, and destroying the world in accord- 
ance with his own will. The seripture and the Sitrakava 
are both agreed on this point, and the individual self is 
essentially different from the Brakman, ‘The grammatical 
equation between the Brakman and the individual self 
cannot denote that both of them are essentially the same; 
it is indeed impossible for the all-knowing, all-powerful, 
and all-good Braman to be essentially the sume as the 
ignorant, weak, and impure individual self, Nor can it be 
maintained reasonably that a grammatical equation is 
appropriate only when either of the two equated things in 
it is taken to be false ; for, in the case of the Brahman and 
the individual self equated with each other, itis not easy to 
decide to which of them such a falsity belongs. Of course 
the Brahman is not unreal. The individual self may be +0, 
on the supposition that the Braman appears falsel 
individual self owing to the superimposition of avi 
but this would make the Braiman contradict Himself. 
‘This supposition cannot be forced on us to make the 
grammatical equations in the scripture significant ; for, 
what is inappropriate and opposed to reason should not be 
assumed even for the purpose of making the scripture ap- 
propriate, This supposed association of the Brakman with 
evil cannot at all be a reality; and if it be held that His 
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attributeless character frees Him from such an association, 
it frees Him also from His association with all that is good 
and auspicious, and indeed makes all things unreal so that 
there remains nothing that is to be known through know- 
ing the Brahman, The proposition that, by knowing a 
certain single thing, all things become known, does not 
surely denote that all things are unreal. Agains:t cannot 
be held that the unreality of all things is due to the fact 
of their being modifications of the one real thing which is 
Attributeless intelligence, The attributelessness of the Brah- 
‘man is itself contradicted by the scripture ; and in the equa- 
tion—‘That thou art’—neither the Thad nor the thou can 
denote an attributeless thing, unless indeed both these 
worls are interpreted figuratively (pp. 358-366.). This 
difficulty of having to interpret both the words in a gram- 
matical equation figuratively cannot be got over by. main- 
taining that the purpose of a grammatical equation is not 
at all to denote any attributes, but is merely to denote the 
oneness of the thing referred to therein ; because the func- 
tion of a grammatical equation is to predicate in relation 
toa thing, either affirmatively or negatively, by means of 
certain words that that same thing, which has already a 
particular form denoted by some words, is also possessed 
of a certain other form. Only when one of the two attri- 
butes mentioned in a grammatical equation contradicts the 
other, is it right to interpret figuratively either of the two 
words denoting those attributes, in as much as the gram- 
‘matical equation has to denote only one thing as character- 
ised by two consistent attributes. Nor again can it be 
maintained that the words of a grammatical equation can- 
not import oneness in relation to the things they denote, 
on the ground that the thing correlated toany one attribute 
isdistinct from the thing which scorrelated to any other attri- 
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bute, This would be so, provided only that the mere correla- 
tion ofa thing to two attributes is opposed to the oneness of 
that thing. Such is not always the case ; when the two at- 
tributes are contradictory, then they can not meet in one 
and the same thing. Many consistent attributes may 
and do meet in one and the same thing; thus it is that 
grammatical equations become significant, and thus again 
it is that the perdurability of all perceived external objects 
can be maintained (pp, 366-371). That the words in a 
grammatical equation have all the power of denoting « 
single thing, which is characterised by many attributes, is 
further shewn to be bome out by Jaimini in his Manamsa 
aphorisms ; and the Vedic commandment—With the red, 
tawney-eyed heifer, one year old, let him purchase the 
soma plant"—is discussed fully from the stand-point of 
Jaimini, ‘The conclusion here arrived at and illustrated ix 
that, in any particular sentence forming a grammatical 
equation, a thing, which is characterised by one attribute 
or two attributes or many attributes, is denoted by certain 
particular words used in agreement either with the Adraka 
case~affixes or with the nominative case-affix ; that it is 
made out by means of the grammatical equation that the 
thing 40 characterised by all the attributes is only one; 
and that this one thing is associated with the action deno- 
ted by the verb forming the predicate of the sentence. 
‘Two minor objections against this conclusion are then dis- 
posed of, namely, that, in a grammatical equation in which 
‘a wubstance is mentioned, a word denoting a qual 
merely denotes that quality but not a thing as qualified 
by that quality,—and that, as the purchase of the soma 
plant is completely concluded with the exchange of the 
‘one year old heifer, its redness has no necessary relation to 
this transaction of purchase (pp. 371-377.) 
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In accordance with the conclusion so arrived at 
regarding the import of a grammatical equation, the scrip- 
tural sentence—‘That thou art’—is interpreted so as to 
shew how, by means of the word ‘thou’ also, it is the 
Highest Self alone that is denoted as forming the internal 
ruler of all individual selves. ‘This interpretation is sup- 
ported by means of the teaching given in the scripture re- 
garding the differentiation of names and forms. ‘The 
Brahman wishing to become manifold created the world, 
AML the individual souls in the world entered, each ac- 
cording to its karma, into such material embodiments 
as were most suited to them, ‘Then the Brakman Him 
self entered into these souls so as to become their internal 
ruler, ‘Thus it is that all things have become things, and 
that all significant words denote the Highest Self as asso- 
ciated with non-intelligent matter and the intelligent 
individual self (pp. 377-379.). Scriptural authority is then 
sufficiently quoted to prove that the whole world accord- 
ingly forms the body of the Brakman, and that He Him- 
self constitutes the Self thereof ; and it is thence arrived 
‘at that all things form modes of the Highest Self, and that 
words denoting non-intelligent material things as well as 
words denoting intelligent individual selves finally import 
the Highest Self Himself, Therefore in the sentence— 
“That thouart"—the grammatical equation of the word 
“That' with the word ‘thou’, which also thus denotes the 
Highest Self, has certainly a primary and natural signi 
ance ; and there i no need at ali to adopt here any figura~ 
tive interpretation of any kind whatever. As long as the 
material embodiment of a thing may happen to be one of 
its modes, itisnot right to hold that it is only words denot- 
ing generic and other qualities that can be grammatically 
equated with words denoting substances, In the care of 


hitpsacharya.org 


ANALYTICAL. OUTLINE OF CONTENTS. ist 


a thing which can exist as the mode of another thing, 
the existence, persistence, and realisation of that thing are 
invariably associated with this other thing. Accordingly, 
the words which usally denote such things as are such 
modes denote also the things which are characterised by 
those modes, ‘The material characteristics of the body do 
not taint the embodied individual soul; similarly the 
weaknesses and deficiencies of individual souls do not 
affect the Brakman who is their Soul, In the grammati- 
cal equation—' That thou art'—the word ‘That’ denotes, 
therefore, the Highest Self as the all-knowing, all-power- 
ful, and all-good cause of the world ; and the word ‘thou’ 
also denotes that same Supreme Self as having for His 
body an embodied individual self. ‘This interpretation 
of this grammatical equation is quite absolutely faultless ; 
amd it denotes at the same time that the individual self 
which is a mode and hence an attribute of the Highest 
Self is for that very reason different from the Highest 
Self. The word Anandamaya has to denote this Highest 
Self; therefore it can neither denote the independent 
individual self of the Safiya, nor that other individual 
self of the Adaitins which is in essence identical with the 
Supreme Self (pp. 379-383). 

The contention of the Parvapakshins—that the 
gfammatical equation of the word denoting the Brahman 
swith words denoting individual selves is calculated to prov 
the Anandamaya to be the same as the individual self— 
is thus finally disposed of; and their other contention— 
that, since the Anandamaya is declared in the scripture 
to be associated with an embodiment, it cannot be any- 
thing other than the individual self—is then taken up for 
disposal. Tt is no doubt true that the Anandamaya is 
declared to be the embodied self of the vijtanamaya; but 
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it is also declared that, in the series consisting of the 
‘annamaya, the prazamaya, the manomaya, the vijténa- 
maya and the Anandamaya, the embodied self of that 
which succeeds is the same as the embodied self of that 
which precedes; and the Brahman who is the cause of 
the world is spoken of in this Taittiriya-Upanishad itself 
as the Self of the whole series of created beings. More- 
over it is distinetly stated in the Subala-Upanishad that 
all the constituent principles of the universe form the body 
of the Highest Self, Therefore it ix this Highest Self 
Himself who forms the embodied Self of the annamaya, 
the pranamaya, the manomaya and the vijdnamaya ; and 
the Anandamaya is Himself the embodied Self of Himself. 
‘Thus the Supreme Self also has an embodiment ; He alone 
is the unconditioned and ever blissful Embodied Self, 
‘This is the reason why the saséra which deals with the 
Brahman is known to worthy persons by the name of the 
‘Science of the Embodied Being’ Consequently the 
Anandamaya is the Highest Self, and is undoubtedly dis- 
tinct from the individual self (pp. 383-386). 

In the next aphorism another objection against the 
above interpretation of the Anandamaya is answered. In 
the word Anandamaya there is the affix known as mayat, 
According to Sanskrit grammar this affix generally signifies 
modification, although it may occasionally denote abun- 
dance as well. In the context the affix mayaf is uniformly: 
used s0 as to signify modification. Therefore the word Anan- 
damaya cannot be interpreted to mean any thing that is 
immodifiable. Even if it be granted that the mayat here 
denotes abundance, there is the difficulty that an abun- 
dance of bliss implies at least a modicum of misery. 
‘Theretore it is the modifiable individual self who is subject. 
to misery that is denoted by the word Anandamaya, 
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Such is the position of the Parvapakshin, and it is counter- 
acted by this aphorism which says that the mayag here signi- 
fies only abundance. In the graded repetition of the various 
kkinds of bliss, the highest unsurpassable bliss happens to 
be that which is attributed to the Anandamaya; and the 
Anandamaya must therefore mean the immodifiable and 
ever blissful Brakman. In the context the allix mayat 
cannot be uniformly interpreted to mean modification, in as 
imuch as the word Ardzamaya has to be interpreted to mean 
the same thing as the word frasa means, or to mean that 
which has the activity of the Arama in abundance, It is ax 
common to use the aflix mayas in the sense of abundance as 
itis to use it in the sense of modification. An abundance of 
bliss does not necessarily imply a modicum of misery ; on 
the other hand it only implies the negation of the sinallness 
ofbliss, ‘The scripture says distinctly that the Brakman is 
wholly free from sin and from misery. The unsurpassably 
large amount of bliss belonging to the Brakman implies 
also the smallness of the bliss belonging to others; and it 
is not right to hold that the individual self is a modifica. 
tion of bliss, in as much as the knowledge and the bliss of 
the individual seif are only in a state of contraction when 
in the condition of samsara. ‘Therefore also the Ananda- 
‘maya is different from the individual self and is the same 
as the Supreme Self. (pp. 386-390. 

‘The next aphorism says that the Anandamaya is not 
the individual self, in ax much as He is declared to be the 
‘cause of bliss to all individual selves. ‘The source of bliss 
cannot be the same as he who receives bliss therefrom (pp. 
390-391.) ‘The fourth aphorism in the Adhikaraya says 
that that same Brakman, who is denoted by the words of 
the mantra which begins with—The Brakman is Existence, 
Knowledge, Infinity,—is spoken of ax the Anandamaya, 
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and that therefore the Auandamaya cannot be the indi 
dual self, The Brakman is the object to be attained by 
the individual self who is the worshipper, and the object of 
worship cannot be the sme as the worshipper (pp. 391- 
392.) ‘The next aphorism gives another reason why the 
Anandamaya cannot be the individual self; and that is— 
that there is inappropriateness in supposing that the 
Anandamaya is any thing other than the Supreme Self. 
It may be maintained by a Pareapakshin that, although it 
is true that a worshipper's object of attainment is necossi- 
rily different from the worshipper himself, here the Bra 
‘man, denoted by the words of the mantra referred to abov 

ix not a different thing from the individual self, ‘The 
is intended to teach that the Brakman and the 
individual self are both one and the same, and that both 
of them have the same essential nature of attributeless and 
undifferentiated intelligence. Therefore the Anandamaya 
denotes only this essential nature of the individual self, The 
inappropriateness in maintaining a position like thie is— 
that unconditioned omniscience will have to be attributed 
to the individual self, which hasno omniscience at all in 
its bound condition of samsara. ven the released indi- 
vvidual self cannot have such unconditioned omniscience as 
can ‘see’ and think in many ways, so as to create the world 
thereby, and make the Brahman manifold. Accordingly the 
Anandamaya has to denote the Brakman, who is the Su- 
preme Self and is other than the individual sel That 
speech and mind cannot grasp the Brahman does not 
mean that He is really attributeless, in spite of the scrip- 
ture attributing to Him innumerable auspicious qualities ; 
it only means that speech and mind cannot prove Him. It 
issaid that the unsurpassable Bliss of the Brahman m: 

be known, and that to know it is to cease to have any fear 
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from anywhere, Thus the Brahman described in the 
mantra has characteristics which are other than those that 
constitute the essential nature of the individual self; and 
the Anandamaya cannot again for this reason be the 
same as the individual self (pp. 392-396.), ‘The next 
aphorism says that the Anandamaya is different from the 
individual self, for the reason that the Taittiriya-Upanish= 
fad itself declares that the individual self is different 
from the Brahman, (pp. 396-397.). There is again 
another reason given in the next aphorism to shew why 
the Anandamaya cannot be the individual self, The 
Brahman merely wills, and there arises creation ; and 
He does not stand in need of any association with non- 
intelligent matter in the course of His willing such a 
creation, But no individual self that is capable of engag- 
ing in creation can ever do so without being in axso- 
ciation with» matter (page 397.). The last reason 
why the Anandamaya cannot be the individual self 
is given in the Inst aphorism of the adhikarana, Since 
the bliss of the individual self is the result of that 
selt's association with the Anandamaya, the bliss-giver 
cannot be the same as the bliss-receiver. That the Brah- 
man ix the supreme home of bliss and that He is Bliss 
Himself, so that without Him none can have any bliss of 
any kind, is amply borne out by scriptural authority. The 
jtva, or the individual self, is not taught to be such an en- 
tity ;and therefore the conclusion of the Adikarana is 
that the Braiman, who has been made out to be a. difter- 
ent entity {rom the fradhana or non-intelligent matter, is 
also a different entity from the jie or individual self (pp, 
398-399.). 


‘The seventh adhikaraza is called Antaradhikarana, 
is 
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and consists only of two aphorisms. This and the follow- 
ing four adhikaranas, belonging to the first part of the 
first chapter of the Vedanta-Sitras, are intended to estab- 
lish that the Brahman is different from certain particular 
non-intelligent entities,as also from the Sun, PrajapatiIndra 
and other such individual selves, who have attained god- 
hood and are in possession of peculiarly valuable merit 
due to their respective armas. The first aphorism of 
the Antaradhikarana says that the Person, who is declared 
in the seripture to be within the Sun and within the eye, is 
the Brahman Himself, in as much as such attributes as 
belong only to the Brahman are seen to be applied to that 
Person. The Sdakiyas are again the Parcapakshins here, 
and point out that this person is declared to be, like an in- 
vidual self, associated with a body; and they contend 
that individual selves themselves may, through the accu- 
mulated merit of their Aarmas, acquire omniscience, omni- 
potence, and all the other sovereignties which are attributed 
to the Brahman, and that there need be nothing called 
the Supreme Self as distinct from the individual self, Ac- 
cording to them it is onlya highly meritorious individual self 
that is the person within the Sun and within the eye (pp. 
4oo-4o2.). In answer to the Saakhyas itis first pointed 
‘out that “This same above-mentioned Person is risen above 
all sing,” and that to be so free from sin is to be free from 
all subjection to the influence of karma, No individual self 
is, by nature, free from the influence of karma ; and the 
Brakman's freedom from the influence of karma is indeed 
the basis of all the auspicious qualities and sovereignties 
that are attributed to Him as being natural to Him. To 
possess thete things thus, it is altogether impossible for 
any individual self, ‘Therefore the Person within the eye 
and within the Sun cannot be an individual self, That this 
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Petson is declared to be associated with a body does not 
prove that He must, in consequence, be only an individual 
self; because it is possible for Him who wills the 
truth to will His own association with a body. Indeed 
there is incompatibility between His essential nature, 
which is free from the influence of karma, and His associa 
tion with a material body, which is always controlled by 
Aarma ; but then His body need not at all be material, That, 
with the object of favouring His worshippers, He often 
assumes suitable divine forms, that nevertheless He is free 
from the qualities belonging essentially to material Prakri- 
ti, and that the body which is at any time assumed by 
Him is immaterial and divine, are all capable of being well 
established by means of the scriptures. Consequently, He 
who abides within the brilliant orb of the Sun and within 
the eye is the Highest Self Himself, who is different from the 
‘Sun and other individual selves (pp. 403-408.). Then 
the other aphorism in the ad/ikaraza draws attention to 
the fact that the scriptures themselves have declared this 
Highest Self to be different from the sun-god and other such 
individual selves ; and in proof of this, passages are quoted 
from the Brinadéranyaka-Upanishad and from the Subitla- 
Upanishad ; and finally the adkikarana is brought to an 
end with the conclusion that the Supreme Selfis altogether 
different from all the individual selves from the four-faced 
Brahma downwards (pp. 408-409.). 


The Ahkatadkikarana contains only one aphorism 
which says that what is denoted by the word Adaéa in the 
Chhandogva-Upanishad (1. 9. 1.) is the Brakman, in as 
much as His peculiar characteristics are, in the context, 
‘mentioned in relation to what is denoted by that word. Saf, 
Altman, and such other words have already been shewn to 
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Here, it is pointed out that the word Akaia is also used, in 
the passage referred to above, to denote that same Bral- 
man, The Parvapakshin here contends that the word 
ahaga wut be interpreted to mean nothing other than the 
material element of #hasa or ether. No one has any right 
to interpret a word so as to make it havea meaning which is 
other than its usual significance; and, when it is said in the 
scriptures that wll beings are born out of the a&aia, what 
is meant to be taught is that the whole world has been 
evolved out of the material element known as ether, ‘The 
quahties of ‘seeing’, thinking, and willing are attributed 
to the cause of the world only figuratively. The word saé 
also means the material element known as dasa, and the 
word ddman also may legitimately be interpreted to mean 
the same thing. That dasa ix sometimes pointed out to be 
‘4 produced effect, does not go against its being the cause of 
the world ; because it is capable of existing both in the 
unevolved and the evolved conditions, This view agrees 
also with other statements in the scripture regarding the 
ahaia ; therefore the Brahman is not other than the well 
known element of ddia (pp. 4oo-413.). Against thiv 
contention it is argued that the Upanishadic passage on 
which this aphorism is based assigns to Akaia such attri- 
utes ax cannot appropriately belong to the element ether, 
‘This element cannot be the cause of all things, in as much 
as the intelligent individual self cannot be born out of 
non-intelligent matter; it cannot be greater than all things, 
because to be greater than all things is to be uitconditioned ; 
nor canit be the best refuge, as long as it is merely that 
non-intelligent thing which deserves to be discarded and the 
attainment of which forms no desirable aim of life. It is 
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not right to say that the word @aéa cannot be interpreted: 
to mean anything other than the well known material 
element ether ; for, in the contest, that word is used so as 
to denote @ thing that has been already described. The 
thing so described is the Bradman ; and in as much as He 
possesses the power of illuminating things, He is very 
appropriately called Akasa. The forced adoption of an 
interpretation that is against the context is in no way 
reasonable, It is true that the word aéman is occasionally: 
tised 50 as to denote a non-intelligent thing, but the gene 
ral rule is that it has to denote an intelligent entity ; and 
the scripture ascribes to what forms the cause of the world 
such attributes as belong only to an intelligent being. It 
is thus a settled conclusion that the omniscient, omnipo- 
tent and omnipenetrative Brahman alone is denoted by 
the word Akaéa in the context referred to above (pp. 


4830417.) 


The Pranadhikarana ix a short one containing only one 
aphorism, which says that the word Prdga also is used in 
the Qihandogva-Upanishad to denote the Brahman. Here 
prana cannot mean merely /ife or vital air, in as much as 
it ix used to denote a thing that has been otherwise descril 
ed, and in as much as it is characterised to be an enti 
into which the world enters and out of which the 
world comes. Seeing that most things are dependent 
upon /ife, we cannot interpret this causal Praga to mean 
life, Stocks and stones wl the essence of the intelli- 
gent individual self are all pervaded by the Brahman, 
and are thus dependent upon the Brahman ; but there 
is no life ot physical vitality in them. Therefore the 
word Prana also denotes, like the word Akasa, that 
all-knowing, all-powerful, snd all-good Brahman who 
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alone can be the cause of the universe and be its final 
home of refuge (pp. 417-418.). 


There are four aphorismsin the Jyotir-adhikarana,and 
they are intended to show that the word /yotix and the 
word Gayatri are both used in the Chhéndugya-Upanishad 
to denote the Brakiman who is the cause of the world, It 
may be held that the word Jyolis means the oridinary 
light that counteracts darkness, in as much as no particular 
«teristics specially belonging to the Highest Self are 
mentioned here as being in association with the thing de- 
noted by that word. This yotis is also mentioned to be 
the same as the digestive heat of the stomach, and even 
ordinary light is quite capable of being characterised by 
great splendour. The ordinary well known light itself is 
therefore the Brahman which forms the resplendent cause 
of the world, Against this view the first aphorism in this 
adhikaraya says that Jyotis or ‘Light’ here denotes the High- 
est Person Himself, as there is the mention of His feet in a 
connected context. It issaid—“AI1 beings make up His one 
foot ; His three immortal feet are in the Highest Heaven.” 
‘This means that all created beings indicate only a quarter 
of His power and greatness and glory, while the remaining 
three fourths are not made manifest in our visible universe 
atall. ‘They are in the Highest Heaven, and this ‘Light’ 
is said to shine beyond that Highest Heaven, When it is 
taught that this Highest Person conceived as ‘Light! has 
to be meditated upon as forming the digestive heat of the 
stomach, it does not prove that Jyotis cannot denote the 
Brahman, n the Bhagavad-gita the Lord has actually’ 
compared Himself to this digestive heat (pp. 419-421.). 
‘The mention of the feet here is also in relation to the Gayat- 
1, which again is dectared in the Grhandogya-Upanishad 
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to be the Brakman and to form the cause of all things. 
The second aphorism of this Adhikarana says that this 
word Gayair does not mean the Vedic metre known by 
that name, but denotes the Brahman Himself, It is 
taught that one of the ways of meditating on Him is to 
conceive Him as the Gayatri metre, which has four feet even 
as He has His four feet. Yo ue words which ordinari- 
ly denote metres in some other special sense is not un- 
common, and the word vird/ is so used in this same Ghhan- 
dogya-Upanishad. ‘Therefore Gayatri also. means the 
Supreme Self who is the cause of the world (pp. 421-423.). 
The next aphorism gives another reason why the word 
Gayatri has here to be understood to mean the Highest 
Person Himself, As in the case of the Highest Person, 
80 in the case of the Gayatr? also, it is pointed out that it 
has four feet and that all beings make up only one of these 
four feet. ‘Therefore again the word Gayatri must denote 
the Brakman Himselé (pp. 423-424.. The Jyotis or 
‘Light’ mentioned above is said to shine beyond the Highest 
Heaven, and the three immortal feet of the Highest 
Person are taught to be in the Highest Heaven. In the 
former statement the Highest Heaven indicates a boun- 
dary, while in the latter it indicates a position of loca: 
tion, ‘The last aphorism of this adhitarana says that, 
nevertheless, there is no incompatibility here to vitiate the 
‘conclusion that Jyutis really means the Highest Person, 
‘That Highest Person in the Highest Heaven, who is pow 
sessed of unsurpascable splendour, is Himself the Light 
Which is resplendent beyond the Highest Heaven. There 
is scriptural authority for this way of harmonising the 
above two statements. Consequently it is quite faultless to 
say that it is that Supreme Person Himself who is 
denoted by the word Jyotis or ‘Light’ (pp. 424-425.). 
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The eleventh Adkikarana is known as the Indrapra- 
nadhikarana, and consists of four aphorisms. This adhika- 
‘rapa is mainly based on passages to be found in the Kaw- 
shitaki-Brahmana-Upanishad. In one of them Pratar- 
dana, the son of Divodisa, is said to have gone to the abode 
of Indra and there to have been told by him to choose a 
boon, On Pratardana saying that on his behalf Indra 
himself may choose such a boon as is most beneficial to 
man, Indra is declared to have said—* Indeed I am the 
Prana and the Onmiscient Self, Worship and meditate on 
me as life, as immortality.” Here Indra is seen to desig- 
nate himself as Praga and to affirm that he is himself & 
worthy object of worship and meditation, Here the doubt 
naturally arises whether this Indra who calls himself Prana 
ig merely the individual self known as the god Indra, or 
whether he is the Supreme Self who is other than any indi- 
vidual self, ‘The first aphorism of the Adhikarana main- 
tains that the words Judra and Praga denote the Supreme 
in ax much as on that supposition alone the sequel be- 
cherein it is said that this Praga is the 
Omniscient Self who is blissful, undecaying and immortal, 
(pp. 425-427.). ‘The context of the passage quoted above 
makes it quite clear that it is the god Indra who is the speak 
er therein, and as if for recognition and identification he also 
calls himself here as the slayer of Tyashtra ; and when he 
says that he himself is a worthy object of worship and me- 
ditation, iteannot be that the word Judra denotes any thing 
other than the god of that name, — The second aphoristn 
here gives the reply to this objection, and says that it cannot 
be so, because there is in the context the mention of a 
wultitude of attributes belonging to the Inner Self. ‘The 
Kaushitaki-Brahmana-Upanishad says that Prana is the 
support of the whole universe that ix made up of intelligent 
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and non-intelligent things. This quality of being 
the support of all things can be appropriately’ attributed 
only to the Highest Self who is the Internal Ruler 
of all things. To be the worthy object of such worship as 
Teads to final release and 
peller of all activities, to be the support of all, to 
be the Lord of all, and to be blissful, undecaying and 
immortal, are all attributes belonging to the Inner Self; 
and they are ascribed to Indra and /rae2, ‘Therefore the 
words Zndva and Praga denote the Supreme Self Himself 
here (pp. 427-430). How can Indra presume that he is 
the possessor of all these attributes of the InnerSelf? ‘The 
third aphorism here gives the answer to this question, 
‘That Indra looked upon himself as the Highest Self is in 
accordance with the teaching given in the sastras, and in 
accordance with what Vamadeva is said to have done when 
he reatised anid saw the Brahman, After realising that the 
Highest person is the Internal Ruler of all things, and that 
the universe is His body, Prahlada is also said to have 
declared that he was all things himself and that all things 
existed in him (pp. 430- ‘The characteristics of the 
individual self and of the principal vital air are’ mentioned 
clearly in the context wherein the words Zndraand Priva 
occur. Therefore these words cannot denote the Brahman, 
who is different from the intelligent individual selves and 
from non-intelligent matter, and who is also the cause of the 
World, The last aphorism of this adhikarana gives, however, 
the reply to. this supposition, by pointing out that it is 
allowable to worship and meditate on the Brahman in three 
\ways, that those three way of worship and meditation are 
asstimed to be proper in the context here, and that one of 
those three ways isactually adopted therein. The Brak 
man may be worshipped in His esextial unembodied 
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nature, or He may be worshipped as an embodied being ; 
and in this latter case He may be conceived and meditat- 
ed upon either as an individual self or as a material object, 
Wherever particular individual selves and particular mate- 
rial objects are found so described in the scripture as to be 
in association with the peculiarly characteristic attributes 
of the Supreme Self, or wherever the words denoting those 
individual selves and material objects are seen to be gram- 
matically equated with words denoting the Supreme Self, 
—in all such cases what i< intended to be taught is the 
worship and meditation of the Brakman as forming the 
Inner Self of all those intelligent and non-intelligent en- 
tities. Accordingly the words Zndra and Prana also de- 
note the Supreme Self (pp. 432-435.). 

‘Thus ends the commentary on the first part of the 
first chapter of the Vedanta-Sétras. ‘The firet Adhikarana 
establishes the need for the study of the Vedanéa and 
points out the purpose of such a study. The second gives 
a definition of the Brahman, The third points out that 
this definition has altogether to be based on the scripture, 
‘The fourth say's that the scripture accordingly forms the only’ 
source from which a knowledge of the Brahman is to be 
derived, in as much as the Braman is the one thing which 
it throughout aime at teaching. ‘These four Adhikaranas 
contain only one aphorism each, and together they denote 
the need and the main object of Vedantic studies, 
‘The fifth Addikarana establishes that the Brahman, who 
has been defined to be the cause of the creation, preserva- 
tion and destruction of the whole universe, is other than 
the purely material Pradhana of the SaAiyas. ‘Thus the 
Vedanta does not believe in what may be called the omni- 
potence of matter, and there are eight aphorisms given to 
shew that matter cannot be the creator of the world. Then 
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the eight aphorisms of the sisth Adhitarana demonstrate 
that, according to the teaching given in the Upanishads, the 
cause of the creation, preservation and destruction of the 
world is not only not matter, but it is not also any 
one of the individual souls existing in the universe, ‘The 
Brahman who is the Highest Person is the Creator ; and 
He is distinct from matter and distinct from soul. «Then 
the remaining five Adhikarayas shew that it is only this 
Brahman who is mentioned a the Person within the Sun 
and the eye, and who is denoted in various contexts in the 
Upanishads by the words Akaia, Prana, Jvotis, Gayatri 
‘and Indra-and-Praya. Accordingly it is proved that the 
Prakriti and the Purusha of the SiMkhyas do not 
constitute the cause of the world, but that the cause 
thereof is the omniscient and omnipotent God Himself 
who is wholly pure and abundantly full of all auspicious 
qualities. 
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‘May my understanding assume the forni of loving de- 
votion to that Highest Braman who is the Home of 
Lakshmt,* and to whom the creation, preservation, de- 
struction, &c., of all the worlds is (mere) play, Whose main 
resolve consists in the protection of hosts of multiform 
subordinate beings, and who is specially seen to shine forth 
in what constitutes the head* of the Vadas, ~~ 

May the fair-minded god-like ones consiehieg 4 
in daily the specch-nectar of the son of Parisara—(the! 
nectar) which has been churned, ce the heart of 
milky ocean of the Upanishads, shen 
Sore bec tol of aces God ar ee 
flaming forth of the fire of samsara® ~ tea ty Rg in 
that nectar) which has been carefully preserved by ancient 
teachers and has (hitherto) been held at a distance (from us 
all) on account of the mutual conflict of many schools of 
thought, and which is now brought within the reach (of all) 
by means of (our) appropriate words. 

1, Laksluntis the name of the god- wives of Vishpu, * 
evs ofocume, mercy and beauty. She 2. The Cmishets are looked 
is otherwise known as Sri, and is ee upon ax forming the head of the 1 
sosdal in Wind: Mythology as the des, and are avo mown as the T 
tile of Vidhgeo¢ Nariyars, to diate , 
the isi, Ar. im the  pamage 
* Hrivche t¢ Lakshmische pateyen™ —moendane existence comsisting of fom 
oth, Zaklos, and Act  modesey quent Neth and Greqeent deaths and 
evoonifed, are" spoken of ae. the all ther consequences. 
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Ancient teachers (such as Dramidicharya and others) 
abridged that extensive commentary on the Brahma-Si- 
tras* which was composed by the venerable Bodhayana.* 
In accordance with their opinion, the words of the si7/ras 
(i.e, aphorisms) are (here) explained. 

ADHIKARANA. |. 
Sijnastahikarana, 
Sitrat, Athito Brahmajijnasa. 
‘Then therefore the enquiry into the Brahman. 


Here the word then is used in the sense of coming im- 
mediately afler ; the word therefore is used in the sense 
that that (enquiry) which has been concluded (viz, the 
enquity into the Karma-kanda*) is the reason (for under- 
taking the present enquiry). With him who has (first) 
studied and learnt the Vedas with all their limbs? and 
head, and who, through realizing that the mere knowledge 
of (ritualistic) works gives small and transitory results, has 
the desire for final release born in him—(with him), the 
desite for that knowledge of the Brahman, which is prro- 
ductive of infinite and eternal results, is, indeed, of subsc~ 
quent origin, 

Brahmavo jijnasa=Brahmajijnass. Brahmanas, the 


4+ Brahwo-Sitrasis another name 7. In the same way in which she 
forthe VedinlarSitras of Badariyaga. Upanishads are Wookel upon ss the 

5, Accordingly, Bodhiyana sealed ead ofthe Fade, the aciace of Si 
the Tyla oF the author of the 1T oephonetcs, which deals with the 
Nyt. groper promunration and euphons of 

(6. The Aarmeckigde isthatsection words, grammar, metccs, Nirwkte 
of Welicsripuures which includes the which desis with the etymology: and 
Maniras, the Brthmaees and such yroper meaning of Vedic words, atro- 
pontons of the Araprefas as deal noms, and Kaip orthe code of liut- 
wth rtaals and thee performance. gy Frm the six Himbs ofthe Volar, 
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genitive of the word Brakman, has (here) the objective sig- 
nificance, in accordance with the special rale—* The geni- 
tive followed by a word having a ri/* aflix is used to 
denote the agent or the object." [Paixini. 11. 5. 
if the genitive is taken as expressing relation in gener- 
al, the objective significance (of the genitive) is well 
blished (here), because the desire to know requires an ob- 
ject. Yet again, because what is made out by the direct 
denotative power (of the genitive in accordance with 
Panini, UL. 3. 65.) 8 more acceptable than what is ob- 
tained by a process of inference (in accordance with Panini. 
UL, 3. 50, where the genitive is declared to be capable of 
expressing relation in general) —the genitive (here) has to 
be understood in the objective significance. It should not 
be supposed that because there is the rule— The genitive 
prescribed specially for particular words is not to be com- 
pounded"—[ Pain, M1. 2. 10. Vartika,), this genitive in 
the objective significance, (being one such), is prohibited 
from being compounded (with other words); for, there is 
the rule of counter-exception (to this), vis, “The genitive, 
with a Arid following, is to be compounded,” —[Pénini. 11, 
2, 9. Varlika.)] 

By the word Brahman is denoted the Highest Person 
whois, by nature, devoid ofall evil, and is possessed of hosts 
of auspicious qualities, which are innumerable and insur 
‘passed in excellence. For, everywhere (i «, in all contexts) 
the word Brakman is seen to derive its meaning from the 


'f-BHASHYA. 4 


N Ste Piped IN 1.93, Kiet,» Rtn afc woes form nouns 
Whenever a rule affecting 2 rout ole Mout oot, Aad s word ending wit 
tans spe fois operation, then the a Afi aie CAysduna) ix alo called 
als wiih applied to that ook toa AG. ‘The womk Janie ver 
seconde with that rule, ands other tal noun ands ken to bea Ay 
than verbal personal affixes such as ere. 

ini ti this elled a Ky. Geverlly, 5 See Pg 3.30, 
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association of drihattva, i, e. greatness, (with the thing 
denoted by it); and whatever greatnéss is,-by nature as 
well as by qualities, unsurpassed in excellence, that is its 
primary and natural meaning**. And He (who possesses 
such greatness) is alone the Lord of All. Hence the word 
Brahman is primarily used to signify Him alone, In cases 
where, on account of the association of a small modicum of 
that quality, other things than He are meant (by the word 
Brahman), it must be used in a secondary sense ; because 
it is improper to postulate a variety’ of meanings (for it), as 
(it is improper) in the case also of the word Bhagavat 
For the sake of attaining immortality, He alone has to be 
desired and to be known by (all) those who are afflicted 
with the three miseries'?, Hence, the Lord of All is in- 
deed the Brahman who forms the object of (our present) 
enquiry. 

Jijivasa is (literally) the desire to know. As (every) 
desire has for its basis the thing to be desired, here, that 


10, fn Indian fteratuce it is heh the fact of such men possessing wore 
tat the power of words to denote or les the godly. qualities of the 
aneanings Hs of three nds, ef. dee Divine Lond, 
notative, figurative and porporive. 12 The ‘three miseries! are \he 
"The purportive signication of words three kinds of miseries known a8 the 
ji by some maintained to be different Aéhydowiba fe. those which are due 
fro the suggestive signification, and to one's sll, the Adhifeivite, Yhose 
accordingly the poner ofwordsis also that arise out of deities orate of 
fxid to be fourfokl, See Avieya supernatural origin, and the AdAi- 
prabiin, chaplers, 1. 81. ‘atid, hose hat arise out of natr= 
11, The word Bhagena means the al auses and beings. For example, 
Divine Lond. tis, however, used) fever and other such divenses; a 
Frequently enough ss x term of re= desire, aut other such passions fern 
spect in asociation with the names of the misery known as the Adhzimide, 
great and oly men, soch as Vea, Thunder, storm, lightning, &, pro- 
odhayana, Se, ICis held that in al duce che Aékidaivsby misery. The 
such cases the applicability of the Addibawtita misery results from 
ror asa term of respect isdue so ghosts devils &e. 
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very knowledge (of the Brakmaxi), which is the thing desir- 
cd, is enjoined, 

‘What is said is this :—As the (ritualistic) works learnt 
from the earlier part of the Mimamsa are capable of 
producing only small and transitory results, and as the 
knowledge of the Brahman, conclusively dealt with in the 
latter part (thereof), is capable of producing infinite and 
indestructible results,—for this reason alone, immediately 
after the antecedent knowledge of works, the Brahman 
has to be desired and known. Says the Vridtikara (Bodha- 
yana) therefore :—'The desire to know the Braman 
comes immediately after the acquisition of the knowledge 
of (ritualistic) works is completed.” Moreover, he says, in 
the following manner, that between the Karma-mimamst 
and the Brahma-mimamsa there is a Sastraic (i. ¢, scienti« 
fic) unity (whereby the antecedence of the Karma-mi- 
‘mamsa is implied) :—“ This Mimamsa of the Embodied 
(i.e. of the Brahman) is composed so as to be one with 
that of Jaimini (i. ¢. the Karma-mimamsa) which consists 
of sixteen specific chapters ; and so there is the establish- 
ment of Sastraic unity between them.” Hence the differ- 
ence between the Parva-mimamse and the Uttara-mi- 
mamsé is due to the difference in the subject-matter taken 
up to be propounded, like the difference between the first 
six and the second six chapters (of the Parva-mimamsa), 
‘as also like the difference between one chapter and another 
(of either of the Mimamsas). The Mimamsa-sastra (as 1 
whole), beginning with—“ Then therefore the enquiry into 
dharma, (i. ¢. duty)"—[Par, Mim, 11.1.) 5 and 
‘ending with—“ There is non-return, according to scripture ; 

2% Dhorn or duey i devel in cimmandoet.” 
the Pirvesmimimg ote that thing Clovoniasbanirbe charms 
Which has the characteristics of (Saieniai’s Perea-oni mama. 1. 1.2.). 
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there is non-return, according to scripture” —[ Ved. Sat, 
IV, 4. 22.], has a certain order of sequence (in the treat- 
ment of its subject) in accordance with the peculiarity of 
the topics dealt with (therein). 

Accordingly, by the statememt— The Veda (Sied= 
dhyaya) has to be learat”—[ Zaitt. Ar. I. 15.], the mental 
reception, by means of oral recitation, of the collection of 
syllables known as the Veda, which is denoted by the word 
‘Swadhyaya, is enjoined in the very beginning. And if it be 
asked, “OF what nature is that learning through oral reci- 
tation and how is it to be gone through 2" —we reply as 
follows :—The requirements (for learning the Vedas) are 
enjoined by means of this passage, viz, “A Brahmana of 
eight years of age should be initiated (as a Vedic student) 
and be taught (to repeat the Vedas)—"[Sat. Br. 2] 5 as 
also by means of the teaching about special preparatory 
and purificatory ceremonies and restrictions (as to time, 
place, food, &c.)—such as are laid down in this passage 
‘ainong others, viz, “ Having, according to scriptural injunc- 
tions, made preparations to begin (to learn the Vedas) 
cither (on the full moon day) in the month of Sravana (i. ¢. 
July-August) or (on the full moon day) in the month of 
Praushthapada (i.e, August-September), and having be- 
come fitted (therefor), a Brahmapa should team the 
Vedas for four months and a half.” (Manu. IV. 93.]- 
‘Thus it is understood that learning the Vedas turns out. to 
be the mental reception of a collection of syllables, and 
consists in their recitation by the teacher followed by the 
‘after-recitation (of the pupil), who is in the habit of obser: 
ing special preparatory and purificatory ceremonies. and 
restrictions, and who has been initiated by a teacher born 
ofinoble lineage, accustomed to pious observances, possess- 
ed of spiritual qualities, and also having a thorough knows 
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ledge of the Vedas, Learning the Vedas is, moreover, 
samskava (i. 6 a refinement or an exaltation of excellence) 
in relation to the Vedas, since it is seen that Swadhyaya 
forms the object (of such a samskara) in the passage— 
«The Veda has to be learnt.” [Taitt. Ar, 1. 15.}. Sams- 
Aaa (i.e, refinement or exaltation of excellence), it is well 
known, is the means of qualifying (a thing) for the fulfl- 
ment of other objects (than those for which it is suited 
without that samsAdra). And it is proper for the Vedas 
to be worthy of samskara (i. ¢. of getting their excellence 
exalted), because (when so qualified) they enable us to 
know (the nature of) duty, wealth, desire and final release, 
which form the fourfold objects of human pursuit ; and 
(they enable us to know also) the means of accomplishing 


them, And again (they are worthy of such samshera), 
because, in the way of a mere silent repetition (of prayers), 
&c., they form, even as they are verbally, the means of 


accomplishing those (objects of human pursuit). ‘Thus the 
injunction as to learning the T’edas finally comes to mean a 
mere mental reception of a collection of syllables, after 
(reciting) certain‘ mandras* « and (obeying) certain regula 
tions. 

Because the Vedas, as learnt by oral recitation, are, of 
their own nature, seen to give us knowledge of purposeful 
(i. 6, fruit-giving) things, the person who has learnt the 
Vedas perceives, in the first instance, those purposeful (ruit- 
xriving) things which are disclosed to him by the: Vedas so 
Tearnt ; and then betakes himself, of his own accord, to 
the ‘ hearing” 

14 A Mawtre 
mein a sacred formula and te el to a dels, and fe supposed 10 
thought which protec the shinker poses: ysie and superoatsl 
thereat fom all danges. Tt ix, powers. 
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thé nature of an enquiry into Vedic texts, having for its 
result the determination of the special character and mode 
‘of those (purposeful and fruit-giving) things. There (/. e. 
inthe Vedas), after the true nature of the injunctions re- 
garding works has been ascertained, he observes the insigni- 
ficant and impermanent character of the result of works, 
‘And then because, from the passages of the Ujanishaits 
which are a part.of the Vedas learnt by oral recitation, a 
‘prima facie medtal impression about an infinite and per- 
‘manent result in the form of immortality arises, he there- 
fore becomes qualified for the study of the Minamsa of the 
Embodied—(the Mimamsa) which is such an enquiry into 
Vedantic texts as results in the determination of the nature 
of that (immortality. 

Accordingly, Vedautic texts declare the destructibitity 
of the results of mere works and the indestructible charac 
ter of the results arising from the knowledge of the Braf= 
man:— Just as the world obtained by warks perishes 
80 also, there, the world obtained by merit perishes,” 
[Chhand. Up. VILL. 1. 6.). “To him that (world obtained 
vorks) indeed comes to an end.” [Brih, L7.111.8, 10.), 
t is not reached by the non-cternal (works).” [ath, 
“Frail, indeed, are these floats in the form 
(Mund. Up. 1. 2 “ Having examined 
the workls obtained by works, let a Brahmava acquire 
freedom from all desires. ‘The changeless is not (gained) 
by the changeable; to know that, let him approach, with 
fuel in hand, a preceptor who is leamed in the Vedas and 
has « sure footing in the Brakman. To him (i.e. to site 
4 pupil) who, with restrained senses and fully tranquifled 
‘mind, bas thus appoached him (i.e. the perceptor), that 
wise man (the Gurn) should speak of that knowledge of 
the Brahman by which the ever-existent and indestructible 
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Person (Purusha) is known.” [Mung. Up. 1. 2.12 & 15. 
Should speak of has (here) the same meaning as should 
feach, “ He who knows the Brakman attains the High- 
st.” [Taitl. Up. IL. 1. 1]. “He comes not to death 
again who sxs that One." [ ? ]. “He who sees (that 
One) does not ses Death.” [Chand Up, VU. 26. 2.) 
“ He (who knows the Brakmau) becomes free.” [Chhand. 
Up. VIL. 25, 2.]. “He who knows Him thus becomes 
immortal here, ‘There is no other path for the attainment 
of final release." (Taitt. Ar. U1, 12.7.). “Knowing the 
individual self and the Impeller (i, e the Brahman) to 
be separate, and being therefore blessed by Him, he attains 
immortality”. [Svet. Up. 1. 6.). To the same effect there 
are also other texts, 

Tt may, however, be said that Smarga (the celestial 
world of enjoyment) and other such results of works; the 
destructibility of Swarga and-of such other things, and ine 
mortality as the result of the worship of the Brake 
man—are (all) undoubtedly made ont merely by learning 
the Vedas with their limbs; and that (therefore) he, who 
(having so learnt the Védas) is desirous of obtaining final 
release, may at once betake himself to the enquiry into the 
Brahman ivomediately afterwards. What then is the reason 
for the (alleged) necessity of the (previous) enquiry into (ritu- 
alistic) duty (dharma) ? If so asked—we reply—" Let 
him not enter on the study of the Mfimdmsa of the Embo- 
died also, since, by merely Jearning the Vedas with their 
limbs, all things become known.” It may be-again said, 
however,—““ True, there certainly arises a prima facie no- 
tion (of all-those things mentioned above) ; still, as a 
sentence is capable of definitely importing a true meaning 
only when it is supported by logic, this notion, even though 
it at Grst sight appears of itself, does not transcend doubt 
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‘and wrong apprehension. Hence to determine that (truz 
meaning), an enquiry inte Veta tic passyges hus to be 
undertaken.” If xo, (we rejoin) “You please see to it 
that the enquiry into (ritnaiistic) duty also has to be un- 
dertaken for that very sume reason. 

But it may be said again (by the Pervapatshin, > 
or the objector) as follows :—Whatever the enquiry: into 
the Brahman invariably desiderates, that very thing should. 
be stated to be the antecedent subject of enquiry (here). 
1 iry into the Brahman does not desiderate the en- 
quiry into (ritulistic) duty (dharma), becxuce in the case 
of hint who has learnt the Vedaata, although he may 
have (previowdly) obtained no knowiedge of (ritualistic) 
works, the enquiry into the meaning of Vedintic pass 
is quite possible and appropriate. In this same ( Veaaula) 
fare dissussel thove w/a anas or forms of worship which are 
bared upon the Cdgitha (7.1. the sacred syllable Om), &e., 
and are in themseves a part of (ritus.istic) works. If it 
be held that one who has not obtained the knowledge of 
works is incapable of performing them (/.¢. of going through 
those fonns of worship), then, whoever thinks so is ignorant 
of the import of the Science of the Embo.ied. In this sei- 
ence, it is aimed to propound the knowledge of the oneness 
ofthe Atman (i. e. of the Self), for the purpose of destroying 
that false knowledge, which is the source of all (kinds of) 
misery to him,ho is stink in the ovean of the sorrows which 
arise out of the samsara (or the cirwuit of mundane exist- 
ence), that ixmade up of birth, old age, death, &c., and have 
for their ciuse the perce-tion of the various distinctions 
which are due to the beginningless avidya, (or ignorance). 


15. This objector is the Adwuitie necessary preliminary to the study 
‘who in of opinion that the Karma of the Jaéna-hinge ot the Vat 
‘Aids need not be subied ax the date 
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How, then, is the krowleige of works, which depends upon 
distinctions, of any use ta such a persoa ? On the contrar 
it is positively un“avourable (to him). Moreover, the dis 
cussion of the C'dgitha, Xe, really forms a part of (the study: 
of) works ; and yet as it (v/s. that discussion) is closely allied 
to wiat constitutes knowledge, it is also (incidentally )con- 
ducted here (in the Vradvia), Indeed, it (i, . the conduct 
‘of that discussion here) is t.ot due to any direct relationship 
(ofantesedence and sequence). Hence, whatever is desidersi- 
ted by what forms the principal subject of this science —that 
very thing has to be mentioned a= its antecedent, (The Bhd 
shariyas may, however, here interyose and say) —" True ; 
tut the krowledge of works alone is what is desiderated 
by it, because itis dectared that final re’ease (or moksha) re 
sults from knowledge that it added to works, He (the 
Sitra-hara) also ways : ‘There is need of all (works), be- 
cause there are scriptural statements enjoining sacrifices, 
ex; just as (the harness is needed) in the ease of the 
horse,’ [Hed. Sit. IIL. 4. 26.). Moreover, when the desi- 
derate works are not (themvelve-) made out, it is not 
Possible to know the distinetion, as to with which (of them) 
there is to be the ctimulative association (of knowledge’, 
and as to with which it is not to be. Hence that (vi 
arma) alone is the antecedent (subject of enquiry).” ‘This 
view (we mentioa) is not proper, because the cessation of 
ignorance (or of andy) is due solely to the knowledge of 
the Brahman, who is pure intehigence aud hostie to all 
characterising attributes. In reality, final re.ecse is merely 
the cessatios o- ignorance, How can works which are subject 
to endiess distinctions arising from the fecu‘iarities due 
to the Various concitions and stages of ii, (2rising) from 
the oajests which thee have in view and from the means 
©: accomplishing them, as also from the manner of 
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accomplishing them—(how can such works) hesome the 
‘means for the destruction of ignorance, which(destruction) 
is, by nature, nothing other than the cessation of the percep- 
tion of all distinctions ? Scriptural texts a!so say that works 
fare an obstruction to final release, inasmuch as their results 
are of a transitory nature ; and (they further say) that know- 
Jelge atone forms the means of final release. "To him that 
(world obtained by works) indeed comesto an end." [Bilt 
Up. IL-8. 10.). “Just as the wor'd obtained by works per- 
isnes here, so also, there, the world obtained by merit 
perishes,” [.jlednd. Up, VILL. 1. 6.]. “ He who knows the 
Brahman attains the Highest.” [Tailt, Up. U1. 1. 1.]. “He 
who knows the Brahman becomes the Brahman indeed,” 
[Mue. Up. U1. 2.92). “ After knowing Him alone, one 
transcends death.” [Seet. Up. IL 8.]. To the sume effect 
there are also other texts. 

Besides, it has been observed that vidyt (or the know= 
ledge of the Brafman) is dependent upon karma, such us 
sucritice, &c. Now, it (oz, karma) is (by nature) hostile to 
what forms the principal subject (of the Bralina-mimansa); 
from this fact, a* well as from a careful consideration of the 
words of the scriptural passages (enjoining karma), itfollows. 
that, through previously puri‘ying the internal organ (or the 


mind), it (v'z. karma) is useful in producing the desire to 
know (the Braman), but not in producing the fruit (in the 
form oF makshe resulting from the knowledge of the Brake 


‘man); and it is therefore that the word viv/dishanti (which 
means they desire to know) is mentioned in the scriptural 
pasnge (under reference, wis. Tametam Vedinachanena 
Brahmans vividishanti ya;A-na davena tapasanatakena.) 
[2rih. Up. I. 4. 22.) The scripture itself declares in 
the following manner that after the desire to know (the 
Brahman has come into existence, tranquility, &e., consti- 
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tute the inborn means for the evolution of knowledge :— 
*Tranquilled in mind, with the senses restrained, having 
given up desires, resigned and patient, and absorbed in 
Abstmict meditation, let a man see the Self in the self,” 
[2rit. Up. IV. 4, 23.]. Therefore, after the desire to 
know (the Braman) is thus born in one, whose sins have 
been destroyed by means of works done in hundreds of 
previous births without attachment to any particular result, 
(one’s) avidva (or ignorance) is removed by means of the 
Knowledge derived from such passages as the following 
among others :—* Existence alone, my dear child, this was 
in the beginning, one only without a second.” [Chhand. Up, 
VI. 2,1.J: The Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, In- 
[Taitt, Up. 11. 1. 1.) : “He is without parts, He 
is without actions and tranquil." [Svet. Up. VI. 19.) 
“This a'man. (the velf) is the Brahman.” [Brih. Up. 1, 
5.19, & IV, 4. 5): “That thou art.” [Cihand, Up, 
VL 8.72). 

‘Hearing’ (franaya), ‘reflection’ (manana) and ‘steady 
meditation’ (nididhyasana) are useful for the purpose of 
knowing the meaning of (scriptural) sentences, ‘Hearing’ is 
to receive ideas which are supported by logic—from a pre~ 
ceptor who has perceived the truth that Vedantic passages 
declare the knowledge of the oneness of the Self, ‘Reflection’ 
ix rationally to fix in one’s self that, in a certain particular 
way alone, the idea thus taught by the teacher is true, 
“Steady meditation’ is the incessant contemplation of this 
very idea for the purpose of deatroying that beginningless 
innate impression (rzand) of distinctions which is hostile 
to this (knowledge of the oreness of the Self), The know- 
ledge of the syntactical meaning of scriptural centences 
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removes the ignorance (or avidya) of him whove innate im- 
pression of distinctions haxbeen removed by ‘ hearing’, &e.; 
and so whatever is desiderated by that ‘hearing ' which is 
of this nature, should be ta ed to be the nesessary ante+ 
celent (of the enquiry into the Brakman), And that (which 
is so desiderated) is this four‘old means, namely, (1) the 
discrimination between the eternal and the non-cternal 
things, (2) tranquillity of the mind, restraint of the senres, 
and an abundance of other? (similar) means, (3) the re= 
awyeiition of the enjoyment of the fruits (o” actious) here 
and hereafter, (4) and the desire for final release ; bveause 
without this (four old me: roible for the desire 
to know (the Brahman) exitence. Fron the 
very nature |, this alone ix made out to 
be the ne 
What has bec said is this : That the cause of the bon- 
dige (0! the soul) is merely the perception o/ uistiaetions, 
witich is based oa dareality and has ite origin in the avvdya 
(or ignorance) that veils the tniz nature of the Brahman 5 
that the bondage itelr is unreal; that solely by reason of 
its uoretlity it is destroyed to the very roots only by means 
of knowledge ; that the knowledge tht (xo) de-troys (the 
ocdage) is derived cut of (criptura’) passages <uch ax 
“That thow art” [(Lyhand. Up. V1. 8. 7.], &e.; that 
works are of no we in causing the origination of such 
knowledge in its own trie wature, or in producing the 
eect OF this kuowleage unat ix +0 derive out of such 
passages} but that the we of works cossias only in 
(prosucing) the deste to know (the Brahman); and that 
it (wis, the use of works) is to be found in causing the 


17. Thete other simiiae weans patience, sand ladat or equaninn? 
are mperati, or cessation from all ty, atid éraddid or faith. 
asiees, ish oF tesignstion and 
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increase of saftva (i.¢. the quality of goodness)—(an in- 
crease) resulting from the destruction of rajas and famas 
(or the qualities of passion and darkness respectively’) 
which form the roots of sin ; and that, therefore, having in 
view (only) this ue (of works), it is declared (in the scrip- 
ture)—" Brihmanas desire to know &." [Brih, Up. 
IV. 4, 22.], Hence,,on aczount of the uselessness of the 
knowledge of works, the aforesaid fourvold means alone has 
to be stated to be the nezessary antecedent (of the enquiry 
into the Brahman). 

Regarding this (view) it is said (in reply) as follows :— 
‘The statement that the cessation of ignorance in itself 
constitutes final release, and that it results solely from 
the knowledge of the Brakman is admitted (by us), It bas 
(however) to be discriminated, of what form that know- 
ledge is which it is desired to enjoin, by means of Vedantic 
Passages, for the purpose of removing ignorance—whether 
what is to be learnt fron a scriyvural sentence is merely 
the knowle lye of the <yntactical meaning of that +en- 
tence, or whether it i- knowledge which ix based thereon 
and is the same as worship. It is aurely not the knowled :¢ 
arising out of (the «yntax of) sentences, because such (know: 
Telge) results logically from the sentence itself, even with- 
out an injunction (enjoining that knowledge), and because 
also the removal of ignorance does not restilt from just so 
much alone. Moreover, it should not be urged—that, when 
the innate impression (#24) of distinctions remains unre~ 
moved, the Vedautic sentence Coes not give rise to that 
knowledge which is destructive of ignorance ;—that even 
if it (ove, such knowledge) come into existence (thus), it is 
nothing wrong if, all at oace, the perception of distinctions 
does not cease for all, as in the analogous case of the per- 
sistence of the yerce;tion of two moons even when the 

t 
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(real) oneness of the moon is known ;—and that even 
though it (je the innate impression of distinctions) has 
not ceased to be, «ince its roots have (already) been cut, 
it is powerless to bind (the self): because it is imposible 
for knowledge not to come into existence when the neces 
ssiry materials for it are available ; and because even where 
there ix the wrong innateimpresion, it is seen that the 
knowledge which stultifies (such impressions) results from 
the teaching of trustworthy preceptor, and from the bases 
of logical inference, &c, It is not possible for you to say’ 
that even when there is the knowledge of the meaning of 
Vedantic passages, the perception of distinctions continues 
to be, owing to the existence of a small vestige of the 
deginningless innate impression (of distinctions); because 
this innate impression, itself forming the means for the 
production of the perception of distinctions, is of the nature. 
of an uareality, and is (therefore) removed at once by the 
genesis of truc knowledge. If, even after the origination of 
knowledge, there be no removal of that (innate impression) 
which i unreal, then there can be nothing elve to remove 
it and there‘ore there will never be the removal of this 
innate impression (o:and\. ‘To sty, that the perceytion of 
distinctions which resulte from stich innate impressions has 
its roots cut and still continues to exist, is childish talk, In 
the case of the pervertion of two moons (when there is 
only one in reality) and in the case of other such things, 
even though the stultifier (of such a perception) ix near at 
hand, the persistence of the false percertion is not contra: 
dictory to reason ; because the really existing darkness 
and such other misguiding things, forming the ciue of 
(stich) false perception, are not (thereby) destroyed, owing 
‘to the faet that they are not injurioudy affected by (true) 
knowledge, But the effects in the form of fear, Xe, (due 
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to such a false perseption of a oe in a real rope, &¢.) 
disappear, when they aro put an end to by powerful means 
of trac knowledge (such as the verbal testimony, of a trust 
‘worthy person, and so on). Moreover, the genesis of know- 
ledge can never take place in those who hold that that 
genesis, of knowledge results from the removal of the fie 
nate impression of distinctions. The innate impresion of 
distinctions is beyond measure, (in strength), by reason,of 
its accumulation from beginningless time ;. but the mental 
conception which is hostile to it (i ¢, to the innate impres- 
tion of distinctions) is weak ; there‘ore the removal of that 
(innate impression of distinctions or wazan,) is not possible 
by means of this (hostile mental conception or d/ityand), 
Hence that ‘ knowledge’ alone which is different irom the 
Knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sentences, and is 
imported by words such as diy.tua (meditation), ufasana 
(worship), &c. is what it is desire to enjoin by means of 
Veda.atic passages, 

To that samo effect ars. the (following) scriptural, 


texts ;—“ Having discovered (Him), let him practise know- 
ledge.” (Vjagya prajtan hurvita.—Brih, Up. WV. 4. 
21, “ Having discovered ( (Aine. 

‘ * Meditate on 


vil) sat Evia Je 

*"(Om'iti exe dtmanam dhyayatha 
Mint, Up. 2, 63,” “Having perceived That, one ig 
fron the jaws 8Pdeath”” [Vichayya tan mrikyaon 
& c Up. Ut. 13.} “Let him worship 
the self alo.ic as the object to tained.” (Atminam 
2 lokam uptsita—Brik, Up. 1. 4. 15). “Verily, my 
dose. ore, the,Self has to-bg sogn, h.to 1 
be rellesied upon, has:to-be steadily-meditated upon." 
bai ee Srolanyo ma iaoyb rs 
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specially desired and known.” [Sonveshtasyassav'ji/azsi- 
tavyai—Vphind. Up. VILL. 7. 1.]. To this same effect there 
are also other similar scriptural passages. These (passage-) 
have to import the <ime meaning as nididhyé.utacy 
&c.'#; accordingly, on account of the knowledge of the 
syntactical meaning of (scriptural) sentences being helpful to 
dhytaa (or meditation), the passages Vi 2iva pra him 
huroita, Anvidya vijesri and others, (rst) re-affirm 
(the need for) that (knowledge) by means of (the words) 
anucidya and 21a, and then they enjoin diydaa by means 
of pra hin kurvita and vjdut!i. Srotayych also given 
‘a restatement (of the need for knowing the syntactical 
meaning of sentences)—because the need for travepa 
(or ‘hearing") arises of itself from the tact that a person, 
‘who has learnt the Vedas with a view to attain desirable ob- 
Jects, s2es that the Vedas are capable of affording instruction 
in regard to such desirable objects, and then betakes himself, 
of his own accord, to the ‘hearing’ of the Vedas for 
definitely ascertaining what those objects are. Mantauyc/t 
also means (such) a restatement, because manana (ot 
reflection) serves the purpose of fixing in the mind what 
hax (already) been ‘heard.’ Therefore, it is diydia (or 
meditation) alone that is enjoined (here). Says (the Stra 
Aara) also—" Frequent repetition (is to be practised), as itis 
rotaught.” [Ved. Sat. IV. 1. 1.]. There‘ore, this redana 
(or knowledge), which it is desired to enjoin as a means 
of obtaining final release, bas to be understood in the 


{Chap. I. Part, L, 
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{lows -—nivitiyttnye tas to beet him patie knowledge; irotevsch 
esl inediitet upin  acethem eohas tobe “fear!") nurtngch can 
having SacororsS (Ili), cFabe= whe veteead gum 
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sente of upf-anz (or worship). For knowledge (id) and 
worship (Atti) arc seen to be used, the one for the other, 
in the hezinning and the conclusion of Vedantic passages 
as the following :—“ Let him worship (ufasita) the 
1» (Shhand. Op TL. 18. 1.]j..04He, 
who knows (veda) thus, shines and warms up through fame, 
greatness and spiritual glory.” (Chhand. Up. 1, 18. 6.). 
“As, indeed, he is not all this, he does not know (neda), 
him worship (wptsita) Him as the self itselt.” [Brih. 
Up. 1. 4. 7.J. And—"He who isthe knower of that Brah« 
min (yastad veda), and that (Brahman) whom he knows 
(yat sa veda)—both these have been explained to you by 
me, [Crhant. Up IV. 1. 4.) ‘everend sir, that deity. 
which you worship (uftsse), commend that deity unto 
me." [2iidnd. Up. 

Further, dst (or meditation 
sion of memories (or remembrances), which is unbroken like 
a streun ofoil. For, firm memory is declared to be a means 
offinal release in this passage, vi2. “The memory becomes 
firm ; when such memory is obtained, there is the loosening 
ofall knots.” (2hhand, Up. VIL. 26. 2.). And such memory 
is of the saie form as direct perception, because it (vir 
the above passage) has to agree in meaning with—" When 
He who is the highest and lowest is seen, the knot of 
the heart is broken, doubts are all shattered, and his 
actions (or karma) perish.” [Mupz. Up. UL. 2.8]. This 
being the case, it is decided by means of this passage—vi2, 
“The Self, my dear one, has to be seen, &e;" [Brik. Up. 
Il. 4. that steady meditation (nididhytsana) has the 
same character asdirect perception, Moreover, memory has 
the character of direct perception, because it is (simply) 
(of the prozess)- of mental csncep- 
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béen well exphined by the Pabjehavas® 
“Vedana (or knowledge) is wfitcana (or worship), 
‘so mentioned in the scriptures as to reer to that.” 
It has thereby bezn explained that the vedana (or know- 
Tedge) which is enjoined in’all the Upanishads, as the 
means of attaining final release, is (the same as) x/dsana 
(or worship). After’stating the yo:ition of an opponent 
to the effect that religious contemplation has to ke gone 
though oily once, for, by so doing, the intention of the 
scripture is fully carried out, as in the case of prayit'a?? 
1d other such sacrificial offerings, it is finally determined 
by him (i, ¢ the Vatyata-a), in the pas:age— From 
the worl nfizana, it is conclusively established (that veda- 
na or knowledge means nfd:sana or worship)”—that vedana 
Y repeated is the means of final release. In the 
“ Ufaiana (or worship) is the same as firm me- 
inory, as it is ween so to be, and as it is so declared in the 
scriptures"—it is explained by him that that very same 
vedana (or knowledge), which is of the form of uftsana (or 
worship), has the character of firm memory. ‘Such memory 
fsdeclared to be the same as seeing ; and (lor it) to poswess 
the nature of seeing is the same as to have the character of 
direct perception. Scripture thus specifies: the memory 
which has been yroved to osess ‘the character of 
Girect perception, and to be the meatis of final release : 
“This Self is not reactied either by reflection (pravachana 
Which means manana), or by steady meditation (medha or 
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ently quoted by Ri-aauja in is and eters like them cannot be offer- 

Sri-Bhishye & Vedirthanaigrats js e more than once ia any one parti= 

‘Koga as Tanks. cular sacrfce. Vide Pur, tm, XI. 
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Waomsozvér “He chooses, by ‘hitt_afoné is“ 


To him, this Sei feveals His own form." [ Mun). Up.'111. 
2. 3-]- By means of this passage itis (first) ‘mere 
‘tearing; reléotion anid steady meditation fori nis for 


the attainmént of the Self, and then it ii declafed’'that 
shomsoever ‘this Self chooses, by him alone is! 
el. For, it is indeed the dearest -one that’ mes: 
worthy to be chosen. To whomsoever He is ‘undurpaising- 
1y dear, he alone is the dearest to Him, It-is étated by the 
Lord Himself, in the following manner, that tie Lord 
Himself, of His own accord, so acts as’torcause His dearest, 
‘ose to attain Himself :—“To those who bre desirous ofan 
eternal union with Me, and, accordingly, worship Me, T'gi ive 
‘with love that faculty of understanding by whiel’tlley come 
unto Me.” [B, G. X. 10.]; He hus al-o'sxid2"* Indeed, T 
am ineepre.sidly dest to him. who has Borie of Me, 
and he is dear to Me." 2G, 
said js this He loae; to whoa thir meinen 
of die oe + of itself inexpresibly “dear, by'rea- 


nymous with uAdsana (worshij 
it is declared by the Sratis** ane 


ete form tn scp ofthe Hine ecep he Ve 
sus. Srudi medns Vedic revelation ; Scripture, and the BhagatadGita alto 
por efron epee 
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HL 8.“ He who thus knows Him besomes immortal 
ere, There is no other patit for the attainment of final 
release.” [Taitt. A UL. 12.7. “It isnot po-sible to 
see Me,.with the help of the Vedas, through the practice of 
relizious austerity, through the giving of gifts, or through 
sacrifices, in the «ame manner in which you have seen Me 
(now). © Arjuna, destroyer of foes, it is possible really 
to know, to see, and to enter into Me, such as 1am 

by means’ of haiti 
“That Highest Person, O son of Prith 
clusively by bhakti!” [B. G. VIM. 22}. &e,, &e, 

It will be demonstrated later on in conection with 
(the s2éra which says)— There is reed of all (works), Le- 
cae there are scriptural statements enjoining sacrifices &c.; 
just as (there is the need of the harness) in the cave of the 
horse "—{ Veit. Sit, IIL. 4 that works such as sacri 
feos, &e,, form the means of attaining the firm memory of 
the aforesaid character. No doubt, the sacrifices, Sc, referred, 
to in the scriptural passage—“(Brihmayas) desire to know 
Se" Brh, Up AV, 4. 22.}--are of use in originating (in us) 
the de-ire to know (the Zrakman), But yet, sitice’such vee 
dana (knawledge)—as is of the form of meditation, aud is 
ytactised every day, and acquires increased excellence 
through repeated jractice, and is contiaved up to the time 
of departure from this li.e—is of iteelf the means of attain- 
ing the Brahman ; for the production of that (vedana), all . 
the works appertaining to the dramas (or the Various stages 
oflife) have to be gone through aslongas|ife lasts. He (the 
Sitra-kira) also says (the same thing) in the following and 
other aphorisms :—“(Meditation has all along in the mean- 
while to be gone through) up to the time of death, for it is 
10 declared in the scripture “—[ Vd, Sud, IV. 1e12.] :“ But 
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the Agnihotra, &c. (have to be per‘ormed) roiely for tro- 
ducing that (viz, viduz or knowledge), because ft is.»o stated 
in the scripture "—[Ved. Su, IV, 1, 16.]: and “ (Works 
have also to be per‘ormed) because of their helpinine:s 
(in the production of knowledge),” (Ved. Sit. IIL. 33.)- 
The Vtlvaké-a abo says in the following manzer 
that firm memory is the outcome of discrimination and 
other sus quulities :-—“ That (viz. firm memory) ‘terults 
wholly from ¢ereka) discrimination, (vimoka) freecom, 
(abhya:a) practice, (krisd) work, (halyisa) auspiciousrest, 
(anavasitia) absence of weakness, and (anuddharsha) ab 
rence of excusive merriment ; because it is only $0 Fosrible, 
and became also there is scriptural authority to that effect." 
He also oxplains the true nature of discrimination, &c. 
thus: “Diwrimination means (here) the purification of 
the body by means of the food which is not impure, 
either because of its own nature, or became of its source, 
or because of any (other) sfecial cause.” The scriptural 
authority for thn is— When the food is pure, the mind 
(i. ¢ the internal organ) becomes pure, when the mind 
is pure, thers is firm memory.” [jddnd. Up, VIL, 26, 2.]. 
Freedom ig the absence of clinging to desires.” The veri 
tural authority for this is— Tranquilled in ‘mind, let him 
worship (the Braiman)." [Widud. Up. 11. 14. 4.). “ Prace 
tice means the worshipping of (God) the Home of Good 
ness again and again.” ‘The scriptural authority quoted by 
the Bhazhyakara (i.e. the commentator Dramidichirya) 
in support of this is here taken from the Smr:t-—" Always 
with the mind fixed on His form, &e.” [B. G, VIII. 6.7. 
“Work means the performance of the five great sacrifices, 
&c,, according to one's abilities.” The scriptural authority 
for this is He who perorms works in the xight manrer 
inthe best o° thee who know the Lvcimer.” “{ Mund. 


religious. austrities. associated. with, fasting.” (Brit, Lip. 
IW, 4eaa). ‘Auspiciousness consits in truth, uprightness, 
mercy, liberality, harmlessress, and in not coveting an 
property.” The. scriptural authority for this is— 
* Heistole eaghed through truth.” [Munj. Up. 1, 
mes this fruition of the Brakman 
which is devoid of evil". (Pr. Uf. 1u.16.],.  Weakners is 
tholustrelessness ofthe mind, due tothe melancholy which is 
‘born outofthewntowardness of timeand place, and the reco! 
lection of sorroytul things, &e. Its opposite is the absence 
‘of weakness.” The-soriptural authority Zor this is—“ This 
Self is pot to be attained by one who is devoid of strength.” 
[Munde Uf I1.-2.,4.Jo- Excessive merriment is the glad 
ness derived from the opposites.of those (qualities which give 
rise to, anasidai. ce weakness) ; and the opposite of that 
(gladness) is the absence pf excessive merriment.” ‘That is 
to say, excessive joy also is obstructive (to the production of 
the knowledge of the Brahman). ‘The s-riptural authority 
for this is—“ Tranquilled in mind, with the senses restrain 
ed, &el"—[Brik. Upe IV, 4. 23.). What is said is this— 
that to’him, who is thus given to observe. scriptural regular 
tions; the genesis of knowledge comesaltogether through 
the performance of works en;oined-in connection with the 
(various) déramas (or' stages of life). ‘To. the same: effect. 
i fvitn chioldydm cha yat 
tad vetlobhayam ‘scha| avidyaya mrityumn lirted vidyayt- 
meitaniatnute.” [Fk Up. 11.) Here what is-denoted by 
the:tword azidya is the work-which is enjoined in: connec- 
tionwith’the cxstes-atid the diramas; avidyand means 
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firtea means, having destroyed ; vidyayd means, by means 
of the knowledge (of the Brakmar) ; azerilam denotes the 
Brahman; and (ainnte} means, be attains. [=He who knows 
both vidya (knowledge) and avidya (work) together, first 
destroys by means of (present) avidya (or work,) the effects of 
the past work (or £arma) which is obstructive to the genesis 
of knowledge, and then attains the Brahman). The avidya 
which is said to be the means of destroying the effects of 
past karma is other than vidya, and is the same as 
the work (Aarma) which is enjoined by the scriptures. To 
that effect is this passage :—" Having the knowledge of the 
Brahinan as the object in view, he also relied upon (the 
scriptural) knowledge (of works) and performed numerous, 
sacrifices, in order that he might destroy the effects of past 
arma by means of (present) avidya (or work).” (V.P.VIL. 6: 
12,]. Work which is obstructive to knowledge is of the form 
of merit and demerit. Both these are denoted by the word 
‘fifa (sin), ax they produce undesirable results, in consequ- 
ence of their obstructiveness to the origination of the know~ 
ledge of the Brahman, Its (viz. sin's) obstructiveness to 
(euch) knowledge is by way of the increase of rajas and 
tamas (passion and darkness), which act as obstructions to 
pire unmixed sattea (goodness) that forms the means of 
producing (that same) knowledge. ‘That Atfa (or sin) 
jn obstructive to the Origination of knowledge, is under- 
stood from the scriptural pasage—“ He of Himself 
auces him, whom He wishes to lead downwards, to do 
work which is not good.” [Kausk. Up. IL. 9.) It is de- 
clared by the Lord Himself in the following and other 
passages that rajas and /amas veil true knowledge and 
that sattoa is the means of (acquiring) true knowledge 
“ Knowledge results from saifea.” [B. G. XIV. 17]. And 
therefore, to give rive to the genesis of knowledge, sinful 
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work (Aarma) has to be destroyed. Its destruction results 
from duty (@harma) performed without attachment to re- 
sults, To that effect is this scriptural statement*>—" By 
means of duty (dharma) he gets rid of prpa (or sin)." (M. 
Nar. 22. 1.). Thus that knowledge which is the means of 
attaining the Brakman desiderates all the works enjoined 
in connection with the various diramas (or stages of life). 
Hence, as the knowledge of the true nature of the works 
so desiderated, and also the knowledge of the sinall and 
impermanent charscter of the results of mere works, are 
(both) conclusively dealt with in the Karma-mtimamsa— 
that (imams) alone has to be mentioned as the necess- 
ary antecedent of the enquiry into the Brahman, 
Moreover, the discrimination ofthe etemal and the 
non-eternal things, &c., do not come into existence without 
the hearing’ of the (whole of the) Mimamsa; because, 
without coming to a decision regarding the particulars bear- 
ing on the fruits (of works),on the means (of performing 
them), on the modus operandi, and on the persons qualified 
(to perform them), it is difficult to understand the true 
nature of works, their results, the permanence or imper- 
manence thereof, and the etemity of the self, and such 
other things, That thesealso (wiz, the discrimination of the 
eternal and the non-etemal things, &c.,) form the means 
(foracquiring the knowledge of the Brahman), is understood 
from their prescribed auxiliary use ; and their prescribed 
auxiliary we is learnt from scriptural passages, from the 
bares of logical inference, &c. This (ue of works) has to be 
made out from the third chapter {of the Parvamimamsa.) 
The worship of the Udgitha, &c., although it (merely) 
serves the purpose of adding to works, really stands in 


23, /The relerence given abore i dhe Upanthadr, 
atcording to Jacobs Concordance te 
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need of the knowledge of the Brahman, because it (vi, 
that worship) has to assume the form of the contempla- 
tion of the Brakmax, and so has to be discussed here (i 
in the Brakma-mimamsa) alone. And those works al 
(oie, the worship and meditation of the Udgitha, &c.), per- 
formed without attachment to results, produce the know- 
ledge of the Brahman ; and because they thus come to re- 
semble that (knowledge) in character, they are very appro- 
priately dealt with here alone. And it is agreed on all 
hands that they (oie. the meditation of the Udgitha and 
other such meditations) depend upon the knowledge of 
the true nature of (ritualistic) works. 


What they (the Purvapaashens?* o¢ the objectors) 
further say is as follows:— 

The Brahman alone, who is pure intelligence and 
hostile to all characterising attributes, is real; all other 
things than Him, such as the varied distinctions of the 
knower and the known and the knowledge arising there- 
from, &c,, are merely assumed to exist in Him and are 
unreal: because, by means of the following and other 
Sastraic passages which are devoted to the teaching 
of the true nature of the principal subject (of the Brakma- 
mimamsa),itis declared that the Braman alone who ispure 
intelligence and devoid of attributes is real, and that all else 
is unreal :—“ Existence alone, my dear child, this was in the 
beginning, one only without a second.” [Chhand. Up, 
VI. 2.1.]; “And that is the higher knowledge (vidya) by 
which that Indestructible Being’ is known—that (Be- 
ing) which is invisible, which cannot be seized, which has 
no family (or which has no name), which has no colour, no 
eyes, no ears: That which has no hands and no feet, and 

24, These Parzapohtins or object- asthe Mapa-eins. 
cry ae the Adesiier knows also 
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That which the wise see as the souree of all beings, is the 
eternal, the omnipresent, the all-pervading, the extremely 
subtle, and the imperishable One.” [Mue?. Up. 1. 
6.]; “The Brakman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity 
(Tait, Up. Te 1.1]; “He is without parts, without 
actions, tranquil, and without fault, without taint,” [Svc¢. 
Up. Vi. 19.]; “He who is of opinion (that that Braliman) 
is unknown—to him (He) is known ; lie who ix of opinion 
{that that Brakman) is known to him—he does not kiow 
(Him) ; (because) to those who know well, (He) is un- 
known ; to those who do not know well, (He) is known." 
[Ken Up U1. 3.5 “Thow shalt not see the seer of the 
sight nor think the thinker of the thought.” [/érih, U7 
IIL 4.2]; “The Brahman is bliss” [Taitt, Up. Il. 6, 
1]; “That which is all this is this Self” (Brin, 7p, IV. 
5.7-]; “ There is nothing here that is many and varied, 
He who sees this world, as though it were varied, 
‘obtains death (nirityu) from death," [Brik, Up IV. 4. 
19, & Kath, Up. 1V. 10.) ; “But where: there is dual 
as it were, there one sees another; but where to one all 
this becomes the Self, there who shall see whom by what, 
and who shall know which by what?" (Brit. Up: 11. 
4. 14. & IV. 5, 15.]; “Modification (i. e. vikara) is 
(mere) name having its origin in speech ; that it ix all 
clay is alone the reality.” [Cjhand. Up. VI. 1. 4:}} 
“ For whenever he perceives in Him even the smallest 
distinction, then, indeed, there is fear for him.” [Tait 
Up.M1.7.1] 5 “Not even on account of the peculiarity: of 
situation can the twofold characteristics (iz. positive and 
negative) belong to the Highest, for everywhere (That is 
taught tobe without di-tinctions).” [Ved. Sat, TI]. 2. 11.]; 
“But it (Ze, the world of dreams) is altogether a mere 
ittusion, on account of its being of an unmanifest nature.” 
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Ved, Sie, UI. 2. 3); “That in which differences have 
vanished, which is pure existence, which ix beyond the 
sphere of speech, which is self-knowing—That is the Intelli- 
gence, called Brahman by name.” (V. P.VI. 7. 33.]3 
“( bow) to Him alone who in reality is of the nature 
of Intelligence and is absolutely pure (i, ¢, devoid of all attri- 
utes), and who, nevertheless, exists, in consequence of (our) 
illusive vision, in the form of material objects.” (V.P. I, 2, 
6,];!0 Lord of the universe! Thou alone art the only real 
and there is none other.” (V. P.1. 4. 38); “This which 
‘tppears embodied belongs to Thee who art of the nature of 
Intelligence ; and thove who are not Yogins (i. ¢, tho 
who are ignorant) look upon it, on account of (their) 
illusive perception, as though it formed the world, All 
this world js of the nature of Intelligence. Ignorant 
men look upon it as though it were made up of material 
things, and are tossed to and fro in a flood of illusions, 
Highest Lord! Those who know what ix knowledge, 
and. whore minds are pure, look upon the whole world 
as being made up of Intelligence and as consisting of 
Younelf.” [¥. P-L. 4.39 to41J; “Although He is to be 
found in one's own body. and in that of all others, Intelli« 
gence, which is one and simple, indeed, constitutes His 
teality. Dualists see things wrongly.” (VP. 11, 14. 31.]; 


"0, thou the best of kings, ifthere were any other like me 
or any other unlike me, then alone would it be proper to 
vay that such an one is me and «uch an one i< not_me." 
[F. PAL 13. 90); “Itis, in consequence of the differs 
ence due to the holes in a flute, that the distinctions named 
shadja**, &c., (corresponding to the pitch of the sound) 

35S in the me of he fat The sven notes of the sele have 
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result to the air, which pervades all without distinction; 
Just s0 is it the case with the Highest Self.” [V. P. Il, 
14. 32:]} “He is myself, and He is yourself, and all this 
is the same as the Self. Give up the illusion of distinc- 
tions, Thus taught by him, that great king saw the High- 
est Reality and gave up distinctions.” [7 P. 11. 16, 23 & 
24]; “When the knowledge, which gives rise to distine- 
tions, has undergone complete destruction, (then) who will 
create the unreal difference between the selfand the Brah- 
man?” (V.P. VI 7. 96); “O Gudakesa*s, in the form of 
the individual self, I exist within the heart of all beings.” 
[B. G.X. 20.]; “ O Bharata, know Me also as the knower 
‘of the body (i, e.as the individual self) in all bodies." (2. G. 
5. “There does not exist any being, moveable or 
immoveable, which is without Me.” [B. G. X. 39.)» 
Unreality is that, which, being grounded upon what 


ledge of things as they actually are; as,for instance, it can be 
made out in the case of the (falsely perceived) serpent, &c,, 
having for their foundation a (real) rope, &c. The assump- 
tion of the existence of that (serpent) there (i. ¢. in the 
rope) is due to something wrong that misguides us, Similar- 
ly, owing to a certain something that misguides us, all this 
world which is made up of the distinctions of gods, animals, 


men,immoveable things, &c.,is assumed to exist in the High 
est Brakman whose essence is pure Intelligence ; and it (1 
the world) is liable to be injuriously affected by the know= 
ledge of the true nature of the Brakman as He is, and has 
therefore the character of unreality. And that something 
Which so misguides us is the beginningless ignorance (avidya) 


26, Guiitcin is one ofthe names of conquered sleep, or one who bas a 
Arjuna. Vide also 8.G.1.24,11-9.& profusion of hai. 
XI. 7Literally it means one who has 
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which is the cause of the varied and wonderful superimpo- 
sitions that veil the true nature (of the Brahman), and is 
(itself) unfit to be described either as existence or as non- 
existence. From the following and other passages it is 
evident that the Brahman Himself, who is devoid of attri- 
butes and is pure Intelligence, has His true nature veiled 
by the beginningless ignorance which is unfit to be describ- 
ed either as existence or as non-existence, and He thereby. 
perceives the manifoldness existing within Himself :—“ For 
they (i, ¢ the creatures) are drawn away (from the Brah- 
man) by means of ignorance (anrita=avidya.).” [Ciphand, 
Up. VIL 3. 2.5“ Thove who are (dependent on then 


‘Then there was neither exist- 
cence not non-existence, there was darkness (Jamas =avid- 
4); at first, Intelligence was veiled by darkness.” [. V.X, 
129.1 & 3.);#7 “Know then that Prakriti (Nature) iy 
maya, and the great Lord, the Sayin (i. e. the possessor of 
the maya)” [Svet. Up. IV. 10.]; “Indra (i. ¢, the Highest 
Lord) is known to assume many forms through the power 
of illusions (maya).” [Brih. Up. MU. 5.19.); “My maya 
is difficult to transcend." [B. G. VII. 14.]; “When the 
individual soul, that has been asleep under the influence of 
the beginningless maya, wakes up, (then he knows the 
Unborn One).” [Mand. Up. 11. 21.]. 

To the same effect are the following passages :—" Be- 
cause the Lord is of the nature of Intelligence, therefore He 
has the All for His form, But He is no material thing. 
Know then that the distinctions of mountain, ocean, land, 
&c., are indeed born out of Him and are the outcome of the 
display of illusion in Intelligence. But when, after all the 
effects of works are destroyed, there remains Intelligence 


37. Vide also Tait. Br. 11.8.9. 
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alone in Its own true form, pure and devoid of evil, then in- 
‘deed cease to exist those fruits of the tree of illusion (sa@kaipa 
= avidya) which form the distinctions of things in things." [V, 
P. IL. 12. 39. & 40.); “ Therefore, at notime and in no place, 
can there be any group of things other than Intelligence, 
© thou, twice-born one, The One Intelligence is appre~ 
ended in many ways, by those whose minds are variously 
constituted on account of the variety of their own actions, 
‘Phe Intelligence which is pure, devoid of evil, devoid of 
sorrow and is free from contact with all greed, &c., is one 
and always one, is the Highest and the Highest Lord ; He 
ix Vasudeva, other than whom there is nothing, Thus have 
1 told you of what is real existence, and how Intelligence 
is real and all else unreal; and Ihave told you also that 
this, which ix phenomenally realised well for practical pur- 
poses, iv indeed thaton which the world is dependent”. [1/. 
P.M. 12.43 to.45.) 

‘The following and other scriptural passages speak of 
the destruction of ignorance (avidya), by means of the 
knowledge of the oneness of the self with the Brakman, 
who is devoid of characterising attributes and is pure In- 
telligence >" He comes not to Death (mityu) who sees 
that One". [ ? —]; “He who sees that One does 
not see Death". [Cakand. Up. VI1.26.2.]; “For, indeed, 
when he obtains fearless support in that which is invisible, 
incorporeal, undefinable, homeless, then he obtains fearless 
ness,” [Taitt. Up. I. 7. 1); “ When He who is the high- 
est and lowest is beheld, then the knot of the heart ix 
broken, doubts are all shattered, and his Aarmas perish,’ 
(hard, Up. U1. 2.8]; “He who knows the Brahman bee 
comes the Brakman indeed.” [Muxd. Up. Ul. 2. 9,]: 
“He who thus knows Him transcends death (mrityy= 
@v.dyd) ; there is no other path-for the attainment of final 
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release.” —[Svet, Up. IL. 8.]; &e. Here avidya (ignorance) 
is denoted, by the word mrrityu, as in this speech of Sanat- 
sujata:—“I say that false perception is death (vrityu), 
and Ialso say that right perception is always immortality.” 
[ML Bh. V. 40, 4.)- 

“The Brahman is Existence, Knowledge (or Intelli- 
gence), Infinity "—[Taitt. Up. 1. 1.1.], The Brahman is 
Knowledge, Bliss" —[Brih. Up. 111.9, 28.], these and other 
such probative passages (in the Vedanfa) conclusively est- 
ablish the esential nature of the Brahiman to be free from at- 
tributes ; and the knowledge, that this (Bralman) is ident- 
ical with the (individual) self, results logically from the 
following and other scriptural passages:—“And he who 
worships another deity, thinking that that (deity) is one, 
and he another, he does not know." (Bri. Up. 1 
10.]; “He: (the self) ix not all this....Let him wor 
Him as theself itself." [Brik. Up. 1. 4. 7.]; “That thou 
at." [Chhdnd. Up. V1.8, 7.J; “Reverend deity, 1 am 
you, reverend deity, thou art me.” [ ? ]; “Therefore 
whatever Iam, that is that (deity), and whatever that 
(deity) is, that am 1." [Ait Ar. UL 2. 4.6). (The 
Sitra-hara) also says the very same thing thus:—“ But 
they (ois, the Jabalas) worship (the Lord) as the self, 
and they (pis. the seriptural texte) make wy comprehend 
(it as such).” [Ved. Sat. IV, 1. 3.) Similarly, the Vak- 
yakara also says—"The Lord is to be comprehended 
‘as nothing other than the self, since everything is assum- 
ed to exist in Him.” Thus by means of this knowledge 
of the oneness of the self and the Brahman, the de- 
struction of the bondage of unreality and of its cause 
‘comes on quite appropriately 

However, it may be asked—how is that cessation of 
all distinctions, which is contrary to perception, accomplish- 


5 


hitp:/acharya.org 


34 Spi-BaAsuva, [Chap. I. Part. 1. 


ed by the knowledge that is derived out of the scripture ? 
—or, how, (for instance), by means of the knowledge 
(This isa rope, nota serpent’, is the destruction of the 
serpent-perception effected—{the destruction) that has to 
contradict what is actually perceived 2 Here (i. ¢, in 
the instance of the serpent falsely perceived in the rope} 
there is contradiction between two perceptions; there, 
however, (the contradiction lies) between perception (on 
the one hand) and the scripture based upon perceptions 
(on the other). Under these circumstances, when there is 
contradiction between two equally strong things, how can 
there be between them the relation of the stultified and 
the stultifier? If it be said in reply that it (wz, the rela 
tion of the stultified and the stultifier) results from the 
fact of the former (i. ¢. the thing stultified) being produced 
by 2 misguiding cause, and the latter (i. ¢. the stultifier) 
not being so (produced),—then, this same (contention) 
is equally applicable to the case of scripture and percep- 
tion also, What is said is this:—The cause of the rela- 
tion of the stultified and the stultifier “is neither similar- 
ity, nor dependence, nor independence (in respect of any 
two things) ; because it is not possible to stultify (for 
instance), the direct perceptual knowledge, (of the single- 
ness of the flame in a lamp) by means of the inference ## 
regarding the (constantly) changing character of flames. In 
this case, the oneness of the flame is undoubtedly made out 
28 The bouy ofthe syllogism in the moment of ite extinetion) is born 
regan 10 thie inference is given and extinguished from moment to mo- 
1 (ollows:—Wadkvakshenaparampe- vent, because it also shares the de- 
ieartntjilé pratiehenae wipe seutiilny of she Ti portion ofthe 
nitavatl, vartysvayoseriniiihenrogtt, . wick, in the same way in which the 
pruthamacharonebshansiestiee. That fame $s een todo 4a ding the fst 
is tosay:—The fame burning doting moment of birth and the act mo- 
Ue suecesice moments intermediate ment oft extinction, 
(between the soment ofits birth aed 
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by means of direct perception. Such being the case, when 
there is contradiction between two means of knowledge 
then, that one happens to be the tultified, the logical 
sult of which it is posible to realise otherwise, while 
that other happens to be the stultifier, (the logical result 
of) which cannot be otherwise e-tablished, and ix, more- 
over, singular and undoubted. ‘That this is the relation of 
the stultified and the stultifier is established in all cases, 
‘Therefore, it is but proper that the cessation of that 
bondage, which is of the form of yaried superimpositions 
resulting from direct perception, &e., which allow room 
for possible errors, does take place by means of the 
knowledge of the oneness of the self with the Brahman, 
who is unmixed Intelligence, destitute of attributes, eternal, 
pure, free, intelligent, and. self-luminous—(the knowledge) 
that results from the scripture which, being in accordance 
with the tradition that is beginningless, endless and unbro- 
ken, does not admit of the smallest error, and is (as a 
means of knowledge) singular and undoubted (in value), 
But in regard to direct perception, which apprehends the 
world of distinetions resulting from varied superimpositions, 
the defect (or misguiding cause) known as avidya (or igno- 
rance), which mainly consists of the beginninglessly old in- 
nate impression of distinctions, is admissible and has its 
scope. 

However, stultification may possibly result to thove 
eriptures (or Sastras) also, which are free from all de 
fects on account of their being in accord with the beginn- 
ingless, endless, and unbroken tradition ; because they deal 
with distinetions in such passages ac—“Let him who is de- 
sirous of Swarga (or the celestial world of enjoyments) 
perform the Jyutishtoma sacrifice.” * Yes; and the Sastra 

to, Wide Tait. Sam. VUL. 4.8 1013, ad Per bn TV, 439 0 41 
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that deals with final release is of singular and undoubted 
authority; therefore, it (vis, the Sastra dealing with distinct 
ions) i certainly stultified thereby, in the same way in 
which the Saséraic injunction *° (imposing a penance) for 
an earlier disconnection (between the officiating priests 
connected together in a chain in the performance of the 
Pritassavana sacrifice) is stultified (by the injunction 
relating to the later disconnection), when an earlier and a 
later disconnection do take place, In Vedautic passages 
also this same rule holds good in respect of thoe injunc- 
tions which relate to the worship of the qualified Bral- 
‘man, because the Supreme Brahman is devoid of attributes 
(and has, therefore, to be realised after the qualified Bral- 
man is known). 

But it may be asked, how there can be the stultification 
ofthe following and other daséraic statements which are i 
tended to teach the essential nature of the Brahman :—“He 
who understands all and who knows all" —[Mun?. Up. 1, 


38, Inthe werifee known as the for distribution among the priests), 
Priarsarana, ive Mitwils (or officiat- and then the whole thing isto be per 
Ing priests) move one behind the other, formed over agato, Ifthe Pratiharigt 
taking hold of each other's girdle. disconnect himself from the Prasat, 
‘The Fravisyytakeshold ofthe Addear- then the expiation prescribed. there: 
_yutiom behind, the Pratiberts takes for in, that all the property of the 
Hohl of the Avaxlty/ similarly, the sacriicer should be distributed then, 
Cedi takes hold of the Pratibarey) and there. WC both the Lugdigt and 
soiarly, he Bredved priest takes the Prac? disconnect themselves 
hol of the Cideig in the same man- frum the chain of priests, one alter 
rier, and the Yajemies takes ald anotberin the same serificial netihen, 
fof the Broémat priest. While so the expiation prescribed in the cxse of 
moving, ifthe Cpéiydisconnect bim- him who disconnects hime ter on 
selffrom the Prasify, then the expla hatalonete be gone through, but not 
tion preseibed therefor i, that the the expintion yuescribed in the ease 
sacrifice so interrupted bas tobe com- of the earlier disconnection. Vide 
pleted, without, however; distributing Pr. Mise, VI. 5.49 00 55, 

the dedckiag (or the money intended 
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1.9, and II. 2. 7.J; “His supreme powers revealed, in- 
deed, as varied, natural, and as consisting of knowledge, 
strength, and action,"—[Svet. Up. VI.8.}; “He who desires 
the truth and He who wills the truth"—[oghand. Up. VIII, 
1, 5]; &, If'so asked, we answer that it (wis. such stul- 
tification) results from the power of the passages relating 
to the non-qualified (Brahman). What is said is this;—The 
following and other similar passages, viz, “That which 
is neither gros, nor atomic, nor short, nor long"”—[Brit. 
Up. MI. 8. 8], "The Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, 

ity." —[Failt, Up. W. 1. 1], “That which is with: 
out attributes, without taint"—[A. af Nar, 7.], 9 
declare that the Brahman is Intelligence, eternally wn- 
changeable, and devoid of all attributes: while others 
(declare that He is) qualified. There being (thus) a conflict 
between (these) two kinds of passages, it is nothing wrong if, 
according to that very rule which is applicable to the dis- 
connection (in the chain of priests), the passages relating 
to the non-qualified (Brakman) are found to be more 
powerltl, for the reacon that these (latter) desiderate the 
(predication of) qualities, and have, therefore, to come into 
operation after (the passages which relate to the qualified 
Brahinan). 

But if it be said that in the pasage—“The Brahman 
is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity "knowledge, &c., are 
declared to be the attributes of the Brahman, it is replied 
that it is not so; because there has to be oneness in the 
tmeaning (of these words) due to the fact of their being 
grammatically equated, If it be (again) said that even 
in describing that which is characterised by many attri- 
utes, oneness in the meaning (of the words used to describe 
it) is not opposed to reason, then, (it has to be said that) 


3h See abso dal. Op. 6. 
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whoever is (so) ignorant of the denotative power of words is 
(foolish like sheep which, being fit for sacrifices, are) beloved 
of the gods, Oneness in meaning implies that all the words 
(in a grammatical equation) denote the same thing, When- 
ever a thing that is characterised by attributes ix described 

* (in words), then, the difference in meaning between those 
(various characterising) words, in accordance with the 
difference in the characterising attributes (they denote), is 
unavoidable ; and therefore (such) oneness in meaning does 
not result (here), If, however, it does result even as against 
this, then all the words cannot but have a synonimity in 
meaning, in as much ax they have (all) to denote one and 
the same characterless thing. But listen attentively how 
there can be no (such) synonimity even when they import 
‘one and the same thing, It is settled that (in a grammatie 
‘cal equation) there is oneness of import, and hence it is 
that the one particular thing (mentioned therein) hax the 
power of being denoted by the opposite of what is contra- 
dlictory to the meaning of the several words (wed in that 
equation). It follows, therefore, that all the words (in 
grammatical equation) have (their own) meanings, and 
have oneness of import, and are not synonymous, What is 
said is this:—The Brakman, who has to be understood 
as He really is; is of a nature which is the opposite 
of all things other (than Himself), All things, which 
are (thus) by nature opposed to Him, are, in the result, 
negatived by these three words (vis. existence, Anow- 
edge, and infinity). OF these, the word existence refers to 
the Brakman ax being other than that thing, which, on 
account of its being subject to modifications, is unreal; 
the word Anowledge refers (to the same Brahman) as being 
other than that thing, which is, by nature, non-intelligent, 
and the luminosity of which is dependent upon other things} 
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and the word ivfinity refers (also to Him) as being other 
than that which is limited by time, by space, and by its own 
definite character as a thing. Moreover, this logical exclu- 
sion (of all that is not a thing from what is that thing) 
forms no positive or negative characterising attribute 
thereof, but means the Brahman Himself who is not any 
thing other (than Himself), Just as, in the case of whiteness 
or any other such thing, the logical exclusion of it, from 
blackness or any other such thing, gives the true nature 
of that particular thing itself (viz. whiteness or any other 
such thing), but forms no new characterising property (of 
that whiteness or any other such thing); so also, these 
three words, by indicating that the one particular thing 
(mentioned in the given grammatical equation) is oppo 
ed by nature to all things different from itself, are 
abundantly full of meaning, have one and the same import, 
and(yet) are not synonymous. ‘Therefore, it has been de- 
monstrated that the Brahman, which is one only, is 
self-uminous and is free from all characterising attri- 
butes. 

It is only when the meaning of this sentence is thus 
propounded, that there will be agreement in sense between 
it and the following passage among others :—" Existence 
alone, my dear child, this was in the beginning, one only, 
without a second.” [Chhdnd. Up. V1.2. 1.). The passages 
“Whence indeed all these beings are bom—"[Taitt, U 
Ul. 1, 1,]; “Existence alone, my dear child, this was in 
the beginning.” —[Cihand, Up. VI. 2. 1]; Indeed the 
Self, this one only, was in the beginning.’"—[Ait. /.1. 1.) 
—these and other similar passages define the Brahman as 
the cause of the world ; and His essential nature is here 
described to the effect that “The Brahman is Existence, 
Knowledge, Infinity.” Under these ejrcumstances, in ac- 
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* gordance with the mule? which enforces faith (in the 
truthfulness of all that is said about any one thing) in all 
the recensions of the Vedas, itis the Brahman Himself, 
who is without a second and excludes (from Himself) 
(all) similar and dissimilars, that is to be made out 
in all the passages which characterise Him io be the 
cause (of the world), That essential nature, which is (here) 
intended to be propounded, and belongs to the Breiman, 
who is without 2 second and is pointed out to be the cause 
of the world, has (therefore) to be explained 40 as not to 
contradict this (aforesaid characterisation), ‘The scriptural 
text relating to His being without a second does not admit 
the existence of any second thing even in the form of a 
quality. Otherwise, there will be a contradiction also of 
the statement which says—(He is) “untainted” and 
devoid of attributes," &c, Therefore, this passage which 
defines (the Brahman) denotes only That which is indie 
visible and homogeneous, 

Itmay howeverbe said that there is an indicativ 
figurative) sense in the use of the words ‘ Existence; 
‘Knowledge,’ &c., since, by losing their own proper mean- 

12, Thiele termed she Sarait- sacrifice in accordance with any. ree 
Hipratyavenpiye may be explined centon, beenise the erential athe 
bs (ollows}—Te rituals Knownas the of ihone ncriicen has Yo Le the 
ret-moon and tullanoon sacrifices same throughout. Consequenty, 
‘te mentioned in several recensloot the new-moon and fullnoon saree 
ofthe Vater such at Kuthebs, Ai are not differen inthe diferent re 
tyes, Mbdkyantina, Taitrtva, We. cersions of the Vole Similarly, all 
Fach of theie seemions mentions che statements made about any one 
nly & few of he charscterinties of _particuar thing nall he receosions of 
those sacrifices, and those that are the Vader have to be taken together 
‘eniloed ia any one of them are nots ally characterising that partielar 
all mentioned in the others. Never- thing in each recenelen, Vide Ur, 
theless, all the characteristics men- Abe. T. ¢. 840 32. 

Violin all the eecnsons have 19. 33. Vide ra 4: 0te 19, 
‘be put together in performing those 
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ings, they express the nature of that thing which excludes 
the opposite of what they denote. ‘This is nothing wrong, 
becatne the purportive power (of words) is stronger than 
their denotative power. It is surely agreed on all hands 
that the purpose of a grammatical equation is to be found 
solely in (its) oneness (of import.) Again, it may be said 
that all the words (in a sentence) are not commonly seen 
to be wed in a figurative sense, What of it? Such use is 
not seen in the case of even a single word, when, (in 
adopting the purely denotative sense of the words), there 
is no contradiction of the purport of the sentence. After it 
has been determined that such and such is the main purport 
of a group of words, which are used together (in a sent- 
tence), then, for the purpose of removing any contradiction 
(which the purely denotative <ense of the words may. give 
rise to) in relation to that (purport), (to adopt) the figuras 
tive interpretation in relation to two, or three, or all (the 
words), is in no way wrong, just as (it is not wrong to do 
80) in relation to any one (word). This is so admitted by 
(all) those who take their stand on the Jastras, Thove®+ 
who maintain that the syntactical meaning of sentences is 
to be finally found in action, acknowledge that all the 
words that are found in the <entences of ordinary language 
possess the figurative significance ; because (according to 
them) the mandatory and other verbal forms such ax the 
fin &c., *% are primarily used s0 as to signify the produc- 
tion of the (new unperceivable principle) affroas®, ‘The 


34, These are the Paidzheres— tis said to be a new and dnvisible 
A School of Miminsates who hold the ‘epieseating ether an im- 
Heston that words have s meaning perepibe afestate of & work per~ 
Daly in 1 far a they expeess actions formed in obedience to 3 comma 
‘fF are associated With actions fa one ment, or the state immediately an 
‘way oF another. ‘edent to the production of the result 
35. Zit isthe verbal form of the ofthat. 
poten] mood, and it is alsa used fa piciple 


To either ease, this new 
‘of self held to beenough 


Meesens of the imperative mood." Yo produce the good or the bad fee 
36. This, Sis cabervee sults of works, 
satsine Wythe followers 88 sini 


6 
hitp:/achatya.org 


42 SriBatsava. (Chap. Z. Part, 1. 


‘action signified by verbs is (only) figuratively made known 
by means of (their) mandatory and other forms. And 
those other words, which (being different from verbs) de- 
note their own meanings which are dependent upon action, 
have also their primary sense undoubtedly in producing the 
unperceivable principle apfrea; and hence to declare that 
they are (also) significant of action like verbs is (to make 
them) altogether figurative, Therefore, there is nothing 
‘wrong in (adopting) the figurative interpretation of even all 
the words (in a sentence), if it is to serve the purpose of 
counteracting the contradiction of the purport of sentences. 

‘Therefore the Vedinla is undoubtedly expressive of 
all these conclusions, and is, in consequence, unquestion- 
ably authoritative. 

Moreover, it has been stated (above) that, in the event 
of there being a conflict (of the stsfras) with perception, 
&e,, the Jastras are more powerful. It is only when there 
is any (such) conflict, that the higher authoritativeness (of 
the Jastras) has to be asserted. But there is-no (stich) 
conflict noticeable at all, because perception (also) appre 
hends the Brakiman who is devoid of attributes and is pure 
existence, It may be asked, how it can be «aid that percep- 
tion apprehend pure existence, seeing that it has for its 
objects variety of things, as when (it is perceived) that ajar 
exists, that a cloth exists, and so on. If (in perception) 
there be no apprehension of distinctions, then all percep- 
tions will relate to only one object, and will, accordingly, 
be the cause of only one realisation, as in the case of the 
knowledge which results from a continuous stream (of simi- 
Jar perceptions). (This is, no doubt,) true ; and it shall be ex- 
amined here accordingly. How are existenoe and its differen- 
tiation made out when it is realised that a jar exists? Both 
these realisations cannot indeed have perception for their 
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basis; because they result from knowledge born at different 
times, and because also perceptual knowledge lasts. only 
foramoment. Therefore, it has to be ascertained whether 
that which forms the object of perception is the (essential) 
nature of things or (their apparent) differentiation, Since the 
apprehension of differentiation very naturally presupposes 
the apprehension of the essential nature of things, and also 
{pre-supposes) the remembrance of the cortelatives of that 
(differentiation), for this very reason it has necessarily to 
be admitted that sense-perception has the essential nature 
of things for its object; and so, differentiation is not 
apprehended by means of sense-perception, ‘Therefore, 
the realisation of distinctions is altogether based upon 
error, 

Again, that something which is known as differentiation 
isnot capable of being defined by thowe who know the sci- 
ence of logic. Indeed, differentiation does not constitute the 
essential nature of things. Otherwise, when the essential 
nature of a thing is perceived, then, in the same way in 
which there results the realisation of that essential nature, 
there will have to result (also) the realisation of the dis- 
tinctions differentiating it from all other things. ‘The re- 
alixation that one thing is different (from another) desider- 
fates the remembrance of correlatives ; therefore, it should 
not be urged that, even when the essential nature of things 
ix apprehended, there happens to be no realisation of dis- 
tinctions, for want of the remembrance, at that very time, of 
the cortelatives of that (differentiation) ; for, surely, it is 
not allowable, on the part of him who holds that differentia 
tion isnot at all distinct from the exential nature of things, 
to posit that (before realising differentiation) it is necessary: 
to know the connected correlatives; because, (according 
to him) the essential nature of things and its differentiation 
‘have both the character of not being different from that 
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‘essential nature. And if there is no need to know any 
correlatives in the case of the realisation of the essential 
nature of things, +0 also must it be in the case of the re- 
alisation of differentiation. And the statement that a jar 
is different (from other things), must then be, like the 
statement that the hand is the hand, an identical proposi- 
tion (aiming the admitted identity between the jar and 
its differentiation from other things) 

Nor is (differentiation) a qualifying attribute. If it 
have the character of a qualifying attribute, then it has 
necessarily to be accepted that it this qualifying 
attribute) is distinet from that esential nature of things 
(which is qualified by it), Otherwise, it (vic, differentia- 
tion) will certainly be the same as the essential nature of 
things. Ifit be granted that there is a distinction (between 
the esential nature of things and its differentiating attri- 
bbutes), then in regard to this differentiation (which hax 
been hypothetically taken to be a qualifying attribute), its 
own character as a differentiation forms its qualifying attri- 
bute, and in regard to this also, (it being again different 
from the essential nature of things, its own character as a 
differentiation forms its qualifying attribute, and so on); 
thus (arises) a regressus in infinitum, Moreover, (if it be 
held that differentiation isa qualifying attribute), then, there 
will also be the logical fallacy of reciprocal dependence ; 
for, there will then result the apprehension of (individual) 
differentiation when there is the apprehension of things 
ascharacterised by (their) generic and other (such) qualities, 
‘and there will (similarly) arise the apprehension of things 
‘as characterised by (their) genericand other (such) qualities 
when there is (merely) the apprehension of (individual) 
differentiation. Therefore, differentiation being difficult of 
definition, perception brings to Tight pure existence alone, 
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Again, from the instances such as a jar exists, a cloth 
exists, a jar is experienced, and a cloth is experienced, 
—it is seen that all extemal objects are invariably 
apprehended as compounded of existence and experi- 
ence, Now, in all cognitions, existence alone is seen 
to persist always, and so it alone is the reality ; and 
the differentiating attributes (which are specific of jars, 
cloths, &c.,) are all unreal, on account of their having to 
be (one after another) excluded, as, for example, the 
(falsely perceived) serpent in a (real) rope (is excluded), 
‘That is to say, the rope is the (real) entity and forms the 
persistent basis (of all the false perceptions); and the 
(falsely perceived) snake, crack in the earth, stream of 
water, &c., are all unreal, in as much as they are all liable 
to be excluded one after another. 

To this it may be objected thus:—In the case of the (false 
ly perceived) snake, &c,, in a (real) rope, the snake, &e,, are 
of'an unreal nature, because (the perception in regard to 
them) ix stultified by knowing the actual reality of 
their basis, such as the rope, &c., through making out that 
it (Viz, the thing perceived) is a rope but no snake ; but not 
because those (perceptions) are one after another excluded, 
And the reality of the rope, &c,, is not due to their persist- 
‘ence all along, but is due to their remaining wnstultified (even 
by the knowledge of what forms their basic reality). But, in 
the prevent instance, how can there be unreality in regard 
to jars, &c,, the perceptions whereof are not (so) stultified ? 

‘This objection is thus answered :—The logical excli- 
sion—well, it has to be ascertained of what nature that 
(exclusion) is, Isit, (forexample, of the nature of) the 
non-existence of cloth, &c., in the cognition that a jar ex- 
fats? Ifso, it must be concluded that the stultification of 
(the cognition of) cloth, &c., results from this (cognition) 


BHasHYA. 48 


hitev/acharya.org 


46 iBuisuva. (Chap. f. Part. 2. 


that a jarexists, Hence logical exclusion is such a nega- 
tion of (the cognition of) objects as is based upon (stich a) 
stultification. And this kind of (exclusion) establishes the 
unreality of those objects which are (so) excluded. Pure 
existence alone, being unstultified, persists all along, like 
the rope (for example, in the falsely perceived instances of 
the snake, the crack in the earth, &c., referred to above). 
‘Therefore, all that is other than pure existence is uni 
’ logistic statement (here) is as follows :— 
Existence is real, because it continues to persist all along, 
like the rope, &c., in the instances of the rope-rerpent, &c, 
(above referred to). Jars, &e., are unreal, because th 
ae (all one after another) excluded, like the (filsely per 
ceived) snake, &c., that have for their basis the (real) rope, 
&c. Such being the ease, it is only experience, which con- 
tinues to persist all along, that constitutes reality, and it 
(vis, experience) is existence itself. 

It may, however, be said again that pure existence, 
heing the object of experience, is different from it. Itix not 
so, because (all sitch) differentiation hasalready been set aside, 
as not forming the content of perception, and as being diffi- 
cult of definition, And for this same reason, the idea that 
existence forms the object of experience can not be in 
agreement with any authoritative position in logic, There- 
fore existence is the same as experience. And this (experi- 
ence) is self-evident, (simply) because it has the nature ofan 
experience, If it have any other proof (than itself), then, 
there will be room to characterise it asno experience, in the 
same way in which jars and such other things (are not exper 
ience). Further, itis not possible to posit the necessity of one 
experience for (making out) another experience, because it 
(viz, experience) is capable of becoming evident merely by 
its own existence. Indeed, experience, while it exists, is not 
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found to be incapable of becoming evident ti 
(which are ineapable of becoming evident simply because 
they exist), Otherwise, (1, c. if experience be found to be 
incapable of becoming evident simply through its existence), 
it will haye to be acknowledged that it has its knowabi- 
lity. dependent upon something other than itself, 

‘Then perhaps you hold as follows:—Even in the 
case of an experience that has (actually) come into 
existence, it is merely the object (of that experience) 
that is brought to light, as (for instance) when a jar is 
experienced; because no one, who knows that a certain 
particular thing is a jar, ako experiences at that very same 
time experience-in-itself, which forms no object (of experi- 
ence) and is not of the nature of what may be (externally) 
pointed to by the word ‘¢his'. Therefore, in the xame 
in which contact with the eye and other similar senses is 
the cause of the production of the knowability of jars and 
other external objects, an (external) entity alone forms the 
cause of the production of that same knowability. in rela 
tion to experience. Immediately afterwards, (that is, after 
perceiving an object) experience is inferred from the logical 
basis of distinct knowability which is momentarily associa- 
ted with that object. If that be <o, it may be said that ex- 
perience, which is intelligence, acquires the nature of non- 
intelligence. What, then, is the nature of this intelligence 
known to be? Surely, it eannot be the invariable associa 
tion of knowability with ite own existence, because 
(such knowability) is found to exist (also) in association 
with pleasures, &c. Indeed, pleasures, &c., while they 
exist, are never unfelt, Therefore, experience-in-itself is 
not experienced by itself, on account of the impossibility of 
such a thing (taking place), in the same way in which (it is 
impossible) for the finger-tip, which feels all other things by 
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touch, to perceive itself by touching itself, 

(To all this, it is thus replied):—That knowability 
which, ike colour, &c., forms a property of objects, and ix 
other than experience, is not (at all) known to exist; 
moreover, it is not proper to assume (the existence of) a 
property called Anowability, when it is posible to realis 
all things by means of that experience alone which is ad- 
mitted by both (sides) ; for these reasons all this (above 
contention) is simply the foolish display of the intelligence 
of him who has not himself understood the peculiar nature of 
experience, Consequently, experience is not made out 
means of inference, and is not also made evident by any 
other means of knowledge, But, on the contrary, expe 
ence, which proves all things, proves itself, and the 
syllogistic statement here is as follows :—Experience is 
that in respect of which ite own characteristic property 
and the realisation thereof are (both) independent of any 
thing else; because it (vis, experience) forms, through 
its association (with another thing), the means of having 
that property and that realisation in connection with that 
other thimg; whatever is, by its own association (with 
nother thing), the means of giving rise to a characterising 
property and its realisation in that other thing,—that is 
seen to be independent of all other things in the matter 
of that (property) and that (realisation) in reference to 
itself. For instance, there is the case of colour, &c., in 
relation to visibility, &c. Colour, &c,, while producing by 
means of their own association, visibility, &c., in the earth 
and such other things, are not themselves dependent. upon 
‘the asociation of colour, &e., for the production of visi- 
bility, &c., in relation to themselves, Therefore, exper- 
ience is itself the cause of its own knowability as well as 
of the realisatoin that it is knowable, 
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This same experience which is selGluminous is alo 
eternal, because antecedent? non-existence and other 
non-existences are absent (in relation to it) And such 
absence (of non-existence) certainly results from the self 
evident nature (of experience.) Indeed, it is nat possible 
to make out the ‘ antecedent non-existence’ of self-evident 
experienceeither by itselfjor by other means. Experience 
if ithave to cause the knowledge ofits own ‘non-existence’ 
does not, as.a matter of fact, cause such knowledge, while 
it is itself existent. While it is existent, simply because 
there will (otherwise) be contradiction, its ‘ non-existence’ 
cannot exist. And so, how can it cause the knowledge of 
its own ‘non-existence’ ? Similarly, even when not exist- 
ent, it (viz,experience) does not cause the knowledge (ofits 
“ non-existence’). How can experience, being. itself non- 
existent, beoome the means of proving its own ‘non-exist- 
ence’? Nor is it possible to know it (via. non-existence’) 
by other means, because experience is not the object of 
anything other than itself. The means of proof, that can 
prove the ‘antecedent non-existence’ of this (viz, ex- 
17. Nomexistence (or «Shins Ss batis incapable of having an end, For 
of four kinds is, prigabkioa, grads example, when a pot or any ether 
‘wamssbhioa, exvompibhdna, and at- uch thing is destroyed, this particu- 
_povitthtea, Prigaibiee or antecedent. lar co-existence comes ins being 
Won-enntence exiwe antecedendly to andtheeafer penta forever, dayor 
the productlon ofan effect such a¢ a mpldddra or mutual non-enislence 
ot; tha nthe pot fe momexitent tacans that i any one thing thert fe 
brfore ti produced. Thus this non- she now-eistence of another, when 
‘existence is incapable of having a itissaid that a potia nota cloth. This 
Depimning but capable of having coincides with what ir generally known 
an. ed, Pradheamsibhire ix the as'dilfecence' Asyanidbhdve or abso- 
omenstence consequent on Use des- ate nonexistence that kind of on- 
traction of thing such an a pot; existence which negstes che existence 
{Bats the pots nonensten after eof «thing at all tines For instance, 
fadereoged. So this particular noo- the horns of. hare are nonexistent 
‘alstencescapableofhaviog an origin tal vimes 
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perience), has to prove such ‘non-existence’ after making 
out objectively what experience really is. It is not possible 
to know its ‘non-existence’ by other means, because it 
self-evident, and is not therefore capable of being perceived 
definitely as an external object, so ax to say ‘This it is’. 
Hence, it cannot be said that experience is originated, as 
there is the absence of “antecedent non-existence’ in rela- 
tion to it, Therefore, it has also none of those other 
modifications ®* of the produced thing, which are invariably 
associated with origination. ‘This un-originated experi- 
ence does not admit of any manifoldness (or variation) 
within itself, because, in relation to it, there ix the realis- 
ation of what is contradictory to the predication (of 
such manifoldness i, ¢, the realisation of non-origination), 
Indeed, that which is not originated has never been 
to be manifold (or varied in character). More- 
over, distinetion and such other things, are (themselves) 
capable of being experienced (i, ¢. of becoming the 
objects of experience), and cannot, therefore, be the qualify. 
ing attributes of experience, in the same way in which 
colour and stich other things are not (stich attributes). There 
fore, as experience ix of the nature of experience alone, 
nothing else that is eapable of being experienced ean be its 
quulifying attribute. For whatever reason consciousness 
ix devoid of all distinctions, for that same reason, it has 
uot, for its basis, a knowing subject called the atman (or 
the self), which is different from its own essential nature 
(ax consciousness). ‘Therefore, and also because it has an 
intelligent nature, that very thing (viz. consciousnes), 
38. These malifations ate sated Air. Lt.$. They ate Origination, 
\o be sx in number and are given as ealsence, sadiiraton,imerease, de 
follows: "Sieg Mizraitaré Shaven- crease aod desirction. Vide also 
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which possesses the character of being <elf-luminous, itself 
constitutes the aéman (or the self). Non-intelligence also, 
which is invariably concomitant with what is not the self, 
and is logically excluded from consciousness, indeed, nega- 
tives (the view) that consciousness (itself) does not consti- 
tute the alman, 

Itmay, however, be said that the (self) character of being 
the knower is established by the cognition ‘know’, It 
is not +0} it results from illusion, in the same way in. whi 
the characteristics of silver are (illusorily perceived) in a bit! 
of the mother-of-pearl. Because experience does not poss- 
ss the property of being the subject of any predication, of 
which it is itself the object; therefore, thi« character of being, 
the knower i (simply) -uper-impoved (upon consciousness), 
in the same way in which, when one says ‘I am aman,’ the 
love of self, due to the feeling that « thing is one’s own, is 
(superimposed) upon the altogether external lump(of matter) 
that is characterised by the generic and other properties of 
the thing calléd man. To be the knower is, in fact, to be the 
sume as the subject of the predication of knowing, And 
it (vis, this knower-ship) ix subject to modification, ix non- 
intelligent and is seated in the knot of the evolved principle 
of egoity known asthe ahawkara. 8° How can this become 


30. Adastra forms the tbied of dial Pratrit! is held 10 give 
the twenty-four material principles the Madar or the “Great Principle’ 
that go to make up the objective whichis also known as Jwndhi, pe 
word according to the Saiddyar. haps for the reason that the eoguisa- 
‘The Purwshe or the soul isthe wenty- Bity of the external worhd by the 
filth. principle, differing feom all the Perasha is due to it, Out of thie 
material principles on account of ite Mahar is evolved the principle know 
ntelligent character. The notion of as Awidara, which is = kind of 
cegeity iohere held to be due to the “nind-cuf” responsible for our sense 
ausociation ofthis intelligent pine of egoity and for the production of 
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possible in relation to the immodifiable witnessing principle, 
the aéman, which is entirely made up of pure intelligence ? 
‘The quality of being the subject of a predication and other 
such qualities do not form the attributes of the self, simply 
because they are, like colour and such other things, realis- 
‘able by means of direct perception. It is seen that there 
is self-experience, even when there is no notion of egoity, 
as during dreamless sleep, swoon, &c.; therefore, the sell 
does not fall within the sphere of the notion of egoity, If 
the property of being the subject of a predication as well as 
the property of being the object of the notion of egoity be 
(both) admitted of the self, then, as in the case of the body, 
(which possesses both these properties), it is difficult to, 
avoid, (in relation to the self), the resulting attribution of 
non-intelligence, extemality, and non-self-hood, &c, It is, 
indeed, well-known among those, who follow the well- 
established criteria of truth, that the self, which is the en- 
joyer of Sivarya and other similar fruits of the actions of 
the body, is different from the body, which falls within 
the sphere of the notion of egoity, and is generally” well 
‘Known to be the subject of predications. And, similarly, 
it has to be understood that the internal self, the witness, 
is altogether different from the knower, which is the thing 
‘7. Thus the principle of egoity, which, though non-intelli- 
gent, reveals the self to be the same as the immodifiable 
experience, does reveal it as constituting its own basis, 
‘The nature of revealers is to reveal the revealed, as though 
they (i, . the revealed things) were within themselves (i, ¢, 
the revealers). Indeed, a mirror, a sheet of water, a mass 
of matter, &c, (respectively) reveal a face, the orb of the 
moon, and the outline of a cow, &c., as though these were 
(actually) within them. The illusion ‘I know’ is due to 
this same fact. Do not ask how experience, which is 
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‘selisluminous, can be revealed by the non-intelligent: prin- 
ciple of egoity, which is itself revealed by that (experience); 
surely, it is seen that the palm of the hand, which is 
revealed by a beam of the sun's rays, itself reveals them (at 
the same time). Indeed, the rays of the sun passing 
through the holes of a window are frequently seen to. be- 
‘come more brilliant by means of (their contact with) the 
palm of the hand, which is (itself) revealed by them, In 
‘the cognition ‘I know’, for whatever reason, this knower, 
which is the thing ‘I’, forms no real attribute of the self, 
which is pure intelligence ; for that same reason, it (viz, 
the thing ‘I') does not find its way into the states of dream- 
less sleep and final release, Indeed, here (in these states), 
by reason of the cessation of the super-imposition of the 
thing ‘I, the self shines forth altogether in the form of 
pure and niatural experience. It is only in consequence 
of this fact that one who has risen from deep sleep observes 
sometimes—‘T did not know even myself’. Thus, conscious 
ness alone, which, in reatity, is destitute of all. distinctions 
‘and alternations, which is destitute of attributes and is pure 
intelligence, which is homogeneous and eternally unchange- 
able, manifests itself, through illusion, as wonderfully: and 
variedly manifold in the forms of the knower, the known, 
and knowledge. ‘Therefore (the study of) the whole of the 
Vedanta has to be undertaken to remove the ignorance, 
which is at the root of this (manifestation), so as to 
attain the knowledge of the oneness of the self with the 
Brakman who is, by nature, eternal, pure, self-luminous 
and free, 


‘This opinion of persons who are devoid of those spe 
cial qualities which make one worthy of the choice of the 
Highest Person who is taught in the Upanishads—of those 
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(persons) whose understanding js, in its entirety, tainted 
with the innate impression of beginninglesly ancient sins, 
‘and who are ignorant of the essential nature of words and 
sentences and their correct meanings, and (are ignorant) 
also of such sound logical processes ax enable (us) to pro- 
ceed rightly (in our reasonings), and as are (at the same 
time) based upon perception and all other (well known) 
criteria of truth,—(this opinion of such persons) i+ found- 
ed upon that kind of unsubstantial and variedly fall- 
cious reasoning which is not applicable to any other 
similar case as an alternative ; and it therefore deserves 
to be disregarded by all those who are conversant with 
that knowledge of truth, which is based upon percep- 
tion and all other such criteria of truth as are supported by 
logie. 

And this comes out in the following manner : 

‘Those, who maintain the view 4® that there is a thing 
which is devoid of attributes, cannot say what criterion 
there is to prove that thing which isso devoid of attributes ; 
b all the criteria of truth (that form the means of 
logical proof) deal (only) with such objects as possess attri- 
butes, And the convention that obtains in their own school, 
that it (viz, the thing devoid of attributes) is established by 
‘one’s own experience, is counteracted by the fact of such ex- 
perience having, (nevertheless), the qualification of being 
witnesed by the aman (or the self); because, all experi- 
ence relates to objects which are qualified by some attri- 
bute or other, as, for instance, in the specific cognition ‘1 
saw Uhis'. fit have to be demonstrated, by some specious 
reasoning ot other, that an experience, while it is being ex- 
perienced, is without attributes, although it is (in fact) pos- 
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sessed of attributes,—it can be so demonstrated only with 
the help of such natural qualifying attributes as are peculiar 
to that (experience) itself, and are different. from its own 
existence. ‘Therefore, even thus, it continues to be qualifi- 
ed by means of its own qualifying attributes, which form 
the basis of such demonstration, which are different from 
its own existence, and are also peculiar to itself, Under 
these circumstances, it is only some attributes that are 
denied in relation to a thing which is (already) qualified 
by other attributes ; therefore, the thing which is devoid 
of attributes can in no way be proved, 

To consciousness, indeed, belongs the quality of illum 
inating external objects as well as the quality of self-lum- 
inousness, because perception becomes possible to the 
knower (only) in the way of bringing external objects to the 
light (of consciousness). We will, in our own tur, explain, 
with great clearness of judgment, that, (even) during 
dreams, conditions of intoxication, and swoons, experience 
i altogether qualified, ‘There are, undoubtedly, many at- 
tributes, in regard to experience, such ax eternity, &c., which, 
are also admitted by you (our opponent). And’ it is not. 
possible to declare that these also constitute the thing-in-it- 
elf (which is pure and simple); for, even if they are 
taken to constitute the (attributeless) thing-in-itself, we find 
that there are conflicting views in regard to its various 
modes, and every one tries to establish his own position 
by means of such of its modes as are approved of by him, 
‘Therefore, it has to be stated that that thing is certain 
ly qualified by such attributes as accord with the accept 
ed criteria of truth, 

Verbal testimony (i. ¢, revelation) also possesses the 
power of denoting only such objects as are qualified by attri- 
bbutes, because it is extant in the form of words and sentences 
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‘A word is, in fact; the result of the combination of roots 
and terminations, There is difference between the mean- 
ing of the root and that of the termination, and it is there- 
fore unavoidable that words denote. only such things as 
fare qualified (by attributes). And the difference between 
‘words binds us to'a difference in (their) meaning, A sent- 
ence, which is a collection of words, gives expression to 
the peculiar relations existing between the meanings of the 
several words (therein), and is hence incapable of denoting 
any object which is devoid of attributes. Verbal testi- 
mony is, therefore, no authoritative means of proving the 
thing which is devoid of attributes. 

Perception, which is differentiated into the divisions 
of the indefinite and the definite, has not the power of 
being the means to prove the thing which is without 
attributes. Definite perception has for its object only that 
which is qualified, because it relates wholely to objects 
that are characterised by many. things such as (their) 
generic and other properties. Indefinite perception also 
certainly relates to qualified objects, because all those 
things which are experienced in it (viz. in- indefinite per 
ception) are found to be synthetically put together in defi- 
nite perception. Indefinite perception is, indeed, known 
to be the perception of that which is devoid of some 
particular attribute or other, but not (the. perception) of 
that which is devoid of all attributes ; because the percep- 
tion of such a thing és not seen to occur at any time, and 
because alo it is imposible, Surely, all cognition is pro- 
duced in association with some defining attribute or 
other, so as to denote that a particular thing is of a 
particular nature. ‘The perception of anything is impossible 
‘apart from the configuration of its characterising attributes, 
(Gn the same way in which it is not possible to perceive, for 
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instance, an ox) apart from the triangular face, the dewlap, 
and such other things (as go to make up its configuration), 
Hence, indefinite perception is the first outline-perception 
in relation to things which are of the same kind ;’and 
is said that the second and the following outline-percep- 
tions are definite (perceptions). Here, in the first outline 
petception, the generic properties of the ox and of such 
other objects (of perception) can not be made out to poss- 
es (in relation to them) the property of continued persist- 
ence. The possibility of making out such continued per- 
sistence is to be found only in connection with the second 
and the following outline-perceptions. The generic proper- 
ties of the ox and of other similar cbjects of perception 
constitute the configuration of the thing which is ap- 
prehended in the first outline-perception ; that these 
(generic properties) possess the character of continued per- 
sistence, is conclusively made out in the second and follow- 
ing outline-perceptions; and so the second and following 
outline-perceptions are characterised as being definite, The 
first outline-perception is characterised as being indefinite, 
because the continued persistence of such generic proper- 
ties of the ox and of other similar objects of perception, as 
constitute the configuration due, (for instance), to things like 
the dewlap &c., is not apprehended in that first outline- 
perception, but not because there is (in it) no apprehen- 
sion of the generic and other properties which together 
g0 to make up a (perceptive) configuration. Kiven in the 
first outline-perception, it isonly such a configuration, that 
‘constitutes the thing which is apprehended,so as to beable to 
say that it is of a particular form ; for, the generic and other 
properties, which constitute <uch a configuration, have no 
characteristics other than tho-e apprehended by the sens- 
‘es, and, further, the configurated cannot, as a matter of 
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fact, be apprehended apart from the configuration. There- 
fore, just ax the configurated and the configuration. are 
always apprehended (together in perception), so also, in 
the second and following outline-perceptions, the generic 
properties, such as those of the ox and of other objects, are 
Always made out to possess the character of continued per 
sistence (in relation to those objects). Consequently, they 
(i.e. the second and following outline-perceptions) un- 
doubtedly posess the character of being definite. ‘Thus, 
perception can never have for its object the thing which ix 
devoid of attributes, 

For these same reasons, the theory which maintains 
(the thing pereeived) to be distinct and non-distinet (at one 
and the same time) has also been throughout set at naught, 
In the cognition, ‘This thing is of this nature’ (Jdam 
itham), how is it possible to get any idea regarding the 
identity of the concepts denoted by the words idem 
(which means ¢his thing) and ittham (which means of (his 
nature)? OF these two, the concept denoted by the word 
itham refers, (for example), to the configuration characteris 
ed by the dewlap and such other things relating to the o: 
and the object possessing these characteristics is denoted by 
the word idam. ‘Thus the identity of these two concepts is 
contraclicte by perception itself. Accordingly, the thing, 
which is perceived, is, even in the very beginning, percei 
ed, asif it is altogether excluded (and is thus different) from 
all other things. And this exclusion is due to the fact that a 
perception, which makes out a particular thing (such as an 
ox or any other object) to be of a particular nature, is in- 
variably associate! with a particular configuration (of at- 
tributes), such as that which is made up of the generic pro- 
petties, &c., of the ox or of any other object. In all cases 
herein the relation of the qualifier and the qualified is 
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perceived, it is quite clear, by means of that-perception it- 
self, that they are quite distinct from each other, It being 
$0, a stick, an ear-ring and other such objects, possessing 
distinct configurations of their own and existing in them- 
selves, may occasionally happen, however, to be here and 
there the characterising adjuncts of some other object (than 
themselves). But the generic properties of the ox and of 
other such objects become cognisable things only by rea- 
son of their making up the configurations of (those) ob- 
jects, and hence they form the attributes of substances. 
In both these cases (viz. in the case of the separable ad- 
junets, such as sticks, ear-rings é&c., and in that of the ine 
separable attributes, such as the generic properties of the 
‘ox and of other similar objects), the relation of the qualifier 
and the qualified isone and the same. And itis for this very 
reason (i, ¢. because both separable and inseparable adjuncts 
possess alike the power of qualifying things), that there re- 
sults also the perception of the difference between them 
(ice between the qualifier and the qualified). ‘There is 
however, this much of peculiarity, Sticks and other se 
able adjuncts are capable of being perceived as existing 
separately ; whereas the generic properties of the ox, &c,, 
are systematically incapable of it (i.e. of being perceived 
as existing separately from the thing they qualify), Hence, 
the statement, that the differentiation of things is contra- 
dicted by perception, can be made only by ignoring the 
true character of perception. Indeed, it i+ agreed on all 
hands that the true character of perception is to denote 
that a particular thing is of a particular nature. All this 
has been clearly enunciated by the Sérakara in. the 
aphorism—It cannot be true, because it is impossible (for 
contradictory attributes to exist at the same time) in one 
and the same thing.” [Ved, Sat, IL, 2. 31 
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‘And, in as much as perception has thus. qualified 
things for its objects, inference also, relating as it does to 
such objects as are qualified by the relations observed in 
perception, &c, has to deal only with qualified things. 

Even where there is difference of opinion as to the 
‘nuniber of the various means of kuowledge, all the means 
of knowledge, accepted by all, deal with this same (qualifi- 
ed) thing. ‘Therefore, by no means of knowledge can 
there be the establishment of the thing whieh is devoid 
of attributes. Whoever, while he is himself relying upon 
the 1 qualifying attributes of a thing, declares that 
that very thing is devoid of attributes,—he does not know 
the contradiction in terms to be found in his own speech, 
ats when one enuneiates the barrenness of one's own 
other, 

Tt has been stated above* * that, because perception ap- 
prehends pure existence, it cannot have differentiation 
for its object ; and that differentiation is difficult to define, 
because it does not admit of any one of the-several altemat- 
ive views (in regard to its own nature), ‘This (opinion) 
also has been driven away (as untrue), on the ground that 
perception lias for its object only such things as are charac- 
terived by generic and other properties, and (also on the 
ground) that generic and other properties, by reason of 
desiderating their correlatives, form the means of realising 
the distinctions between themselves and the (distinctions 
between the) things (qualified by them). What has been 
aulmitted by you, (our opponents),—in the case of conscious 
nes and in the case of colour and other such qualities,—to 
the effect that they, being the cause of particular reativa- 
tions in regard to other objects (than themselves), are also 
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the cause of such realisations in regard to themselves,—that 
certainly holds good in the case of differentiation also.There- 
fore, there is neither the fallacy of regressus in infinitum 
nor the fallacy of reciprocal dependence.*? Even if percept- 
ual knowledge last only f yet, during that 
very moment, the generic properties which, (for example), 
belong to the ox and other such objects, which are the same 
as the distinctions between those things and constitute 
their configurations,—they are (all) apprehended ; therefore, 
there is nothing else here (i. e. in perception) that remains 
to be apprehended in any other moment. Moreover, if 
perception apprehend pure unqualified existence, then there 
‘would result the contradiction of such (definite) cognitions 
as are realised in the instances, ‘A jar exists’ and ‘A 
cloth exists.” If differentiation, which is a thing other than 
pure existence, and consists of generic properties and such 
other attributesas go to make up the configurations of things, 
be not apprehended by perception, why does one who is 
in quest of a horse tum away at the sight of a buffalo ? 
If pure existence alone be the object of all cognitions, why: 
fre not all the words which are associated with the objects 
of all those cognitions remembered in each one of thoxe 
cognitions ? Further, if the two states of consciousness, re+ 
lating to a horse and to an elephant (respectively), have 
the same thing for their object, then (the apprehension of) 
whichever of them is perceived later on would merely be the 
apprehendingofthe already apprehended,and so there would 
be the absence of any difference (between them) ; therefore, 
there would be nothing (here) to distinguish it (i, . the latter 
state of perceptive consciousness) from memory. If, in every 
state of consciousness, the apprehension of particularity is ad- 
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mitted, then surely it will have to be admitted that percep- 
tion has qualified things for its object. If all states of 
consciousness have the same thing for their object, there 
vill then be the apprehension of all things by means of only: 
one state of consciousness, and, in consequence, there will 
ave to be the non-existence of personsaffected with blind 
ness, deafness, &e. 

‘Moreover, pure unqualified existence is not surely ap- 
prehended by the eye, because it apprehends colour, things 
possessing colour, and all such things as are characterised 
by inherent association with anything that has colour, Nor 
(is pure existence apprehended) by the sense of touch, 
because it has for its object things possessing tangibility. 
The sense of hearing and the other senses also have not 
pure existence for their object, but have for their object 
the characterising attributes of sound, taste, and smell, 
‘Therefore, here (i, ¢ in this world) there is nothing to be 
found which can apprebend existence-in-itself, If, solely 
by means of perception, there be the apprehension of pure 
existence which is devoid of attributes, then, the seripture, 
which alo relates to it, will have to deal with a resultalready 
arrived at by some other means of knowledge, and will 
therefore acquire the character of what gives expression to 
‘a mere tautological repetition. And, for the same reason, 
there would also result eognisability in regard to the 
Brakman which is pure existence. You have yourself 
admitted that in such a case (ie when the Brahman 
becomes cognisable) non-intelligence, destructibility, &c. 
(would result to it also). ‘Therefore, perception certainly 
has for its object only such things as are qualified by 
differentiation which is constituted by the configurations of 
things and has for its basis their generic and other pro- 
perties, 
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‘There is nothing other than 'this perceptive configuration 
which is seen to be capable of giving rise to. the impression 
that several things are of only one form ; and it is possible 
to realise the generic properties, such as those of an ox 
and of other objects, merely by means of that (configur- 
atjon) alone, And again, even when it is held that the gener 
ic properties of things are distinct from their (corresponding) 
configurations, the perception of configuration has unavoid- 
ably to be admitted. Therefore, this (perceptive) configur- 
ation alone constitutes the genus (in logic). Configuration 
iswell known to be that which constitutes a thing'sown pecu- 
liarity, and so it has to be (severally) synthesised by: percep- 
tion in accordance with the thing thatis perceived, Because 
the realisation that one thing is different from another results 
solely by means of the apprehension of their (respective) 
generic qualities, and because no other thing than generic 
properties is observed (when such differentiation is perceiv= 
ed), and because also they (viz, the generic properties) are 
admittedas well by him who maintains that (differentiation) 
is distinct (from generic properties),—therefore (i, e. for all 
these reasons), generic properties such as those of an ox 
and of other objects, alone constitute differentiation. 

It may, however, be said that, if generic and other 
properties alone constitute differentiation, then, as soon as 
they are apprehended, there will be the realisation of 
differentiation also, in the same way in which they are 
theinselves realised. True, differentiation too is so realised, 
through the realisation of the generic properties, (for in- 
stance), of the ox and of other such objects. Indeed, the 
generic \properties, such as those of an ox, &c,, are 
different from all things other than themselves, because, as 
soon as the generic properties such as those of an ox, &c., 
are apprehended, there results the removal of all other 
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impressions of similarity as well as (the removal) of their 
realisation. Surely, the negation of non-differentiation results 
wholly from the apprehension of distinctions, However, 
in the realisation ‘This is different from that,’ the declara- 
tion made in regard to these mutually exclusive correlatives 
(viz, ‘this’ and ‘ that’) desiderates (each of) those (corre 
latives); it is, therefore, said that the realisation that one 
thing is different from another is dependent upon correlat- 
ives, 

The statement made above +3 to the effect that jars 
and other such specific objects are unreal, because they do 
not persist before consciousness in all peroeptions,—this is 
‘mn erroneaus assumption on the part of one who has not 
rightly considered the relation of the stultified and the 
stultifier, and the peculiar nature of the properties of logical 
exclusion and continued persistence (in regard to peroep- 
tions). In fact, the relation of the stultified and the 
stultifier arises only when there is a contradiction between 
two cognitions; and then (ie. when it arises), there is 
certainly the exclusion of that which is stultified, Now, 
in regard to (perceptions which relate to) jars, cloths, &e, 
there is no (mutual) contradiction at all (between them); 
because they are different from one another in point of 
time and place. If, when the existence of a thing (is 
perceived) in relation to any particular place and any 
particular time, its non-existence (also be perceived) in 
relation to the same place and the same time, then there 
is contradiction, And in such a case, that’which is the 
stronger (of the two) becomes the stultifier, and there 
arises the negation of the stultified, If a thing, which is 
experienced as existing in relation to a certain time and a 
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certain place, is perceived to be non-existent in relation to 
a different time and a different place, (then) there is no 
contradiction ; and so, how can there be the relation ofthe 
stultified and the stultifier in such a case ? Or, how can it 
be said,that, what has been (already once) negatived in one 
instance, is (again) to be negatived in another instance ? 
On the other hand, in the case of the rope-snake and other 
(illusorily perceived) things, there is the perception of 
their non-existence in that very place and that very time 
(wherein they are also perceived to exist); therefore, there 
arise contradiction, stultification and logical exclusion, The 
logical exclusion of « thing, (which is perceived in relation 
to a particular place and a particular time), from a differ- 
ent place and a different time, is not thus seen to be in- 
variably concomitant with unreality ; and therefore, mere- 
ly to possess the quality of being logically excluded, (so 
As not to persist before consciousness in perception), does 
not constitute the canse of unreali ‘The statement that 


existence (alone) is real, because it is persistent (before 
consciousness), is in itself evident, and does not stand in 
need of any means (such as perception) to prove it, There- 
fore, pure existence alone is not the thing (which is appre- 
hended in perception). 

There is the relation of subject and object between 


experience and any particular entity (which is experienced); 
thus the difference (between them) is established by per- 
ception, and is incapable of being stultified ; therefore this 
(contention) also has been set at naught, namely, that ex- 
perience itself is existence. 

It has been further** stated that experience possesses 
the quality of setf-luminoumess, This is true in the case 


444: Vile mre po 4h. 
9 


http/ae 


rg 


66 i-BuasHya. (Chap. 1. Part. 1. 


Of the self, which is the knower, only at the time it brings 
external objects to the light of consciousness, But there is 
no rule to the effect that it is so at all times in the cave of 
all (persons) ; because the experience of others forms (to us) 
the object of such inferential knowledge as is based upon 
the acceptance and rejection (of things in accordance with 
their own likes and dislikes) ; and also because it is seen 
that one’s own past experience becomes even an object of 
knowledge, as when (one says) ‘Thad known’, If, in this 
way, it is not possible to say that experience is self-evident, 
it is also wrong to declare that, if experienced, it loses 
the character of an experience; because the character of 
being no experience at all would thereby revult to one’s 
‘own past experiences and the experiences of others, on the 
score that they are themselves experienced. And if it be 
not granted that the experiences of others can be made out 
(by us) by means of the process of inference, there 
would then result the non-apprehension of the relation 
between words ‘amd their meanings, in consequence of 
Which there would arise the cessation of the use of all 
words. Further, it is only after making out by means of 
inferenve that the teacher is possessed of knowledge, that 
aan approach to him is made (by the pupil); and this too 
would thereby become impossible. It cannot be that 
(experience) ceases to possess the character of an ex- 
perience, merely because it becomes the object of an- 
other experience. The character of an experience, indeed, 
consists in the fact that, while it lasts, itis Iuminows (i, ¢, 

y by means of its own existence, to that 
which constitutes its b: . to the self) ; or, it consists 
in the fact of its being the means of proving (the exist- 
‘ence of) its objects solely by means of its own existence, 
Although these two (characterisations of experience) are 
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capable of being realised in an experience other than one's 
‘own, they do not (thereby) fall away, seeing that they are 
{at the same time) established by means of one's own ex- 
perience; and so this character of an experience does not 
disappear (in relation to any experience, even though it 
becomes the object of another experience). And jars, &c,, 
certainly do not possess the character of an experience, 
(simply) because they are devoid of this (above-mentioned) 
nature (of an experience), but not because they are cap- 
able of being experienced. Similarly, when an experience 
is incapable of being experienced, then it is difficult to 
avoid the result that it is not at all an experience; because 
the flowers imagined to grow in the sky and other such 
imaginary objects, which are not capable of being experiene- 
ed, constitute no experience (at all). If it be said that 
the sky-flower and other (such purely imaginary) things 
fare not experience, because they are non-existent, but not 
cannot be experienced, then let it be hel 
that, in the case of jars and other similar things also, it is 
the fact of their not being opposed to ‘non- intelligence’ 
which binds them to the condition of their being no experi 
ence, but not the fact of their incapability to be experi- 
enced, Should it be said that, when an experience ix cap- 
able of being experienced, then, like jars and other objects, 
it would acquire the character of not being opposed to ‘non- 
intelligence,’ then, surely, as in the cace of the sky-flower 
and other (imaginary) objects,there would certainly result to 
it (i.e, to experience), even when itis not capable of being 
experienced, the quality of not being oppo-ed to ‘non-intelli- 
gence’, Hence it is ridiculous to say that, if it (viz. experi- 
ence) is capable of being experienced, then it has not the 
character of an experience. 

Again, the view in which origination is denied to coy 
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sciousness which is+elf-evident, on the score of the absence 
of its antecedent non-existence‘* and other non-existences, 
—this view is very much like the presentation of a stick 
(for purposes of guidance) to one who is blind by another 
who is born blind, It isnot possible to speak of the absence 
of (such) antecedent non-existence, on the ground that 
there is nothing which can apprehend it; because it 
(vit. that antecedent non-existence) is apprehended by 
experience itself, If it be asked, how experience, at the 
same time that it exists, can give us the contradictory 
knowledge of its non-existence, it is replied that there is 
no rule which binds experience to deal only with such 
objects as are existent at the same time with itself; for 
then there would result, to past and future occurrences, the 
quality of being no objects (of experience at all). But if 
you say that the antecedent non-existence and other 
non-existences (in relation to an experience), while they 
are being made out, are, as a rule, found to exist simultane- 
ously with that (experience), it is asked in retum—"Did 
you perceive this state of things in any case?” ‘Then (i, e. 
it it be possible 40 to perceive them), surely on account of 
that very perception, antecedent non-existence and other 
non-existences are proved to exist (in relation to experi- 
ence). Thus there can be no denial of such antecedent non- 
existence (in relation to experience). However, who is 
there but is insane that will say that a thing's antecedent 
non-existence is existent simultaneously with that (thing) 
itself? 

Indeed, this is the natural condition of the perception 
which is born of the senses—that it has the power of appre- 
hending the thing which is existent simultaneously with 
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itself, but suchis not also (the condition) of all kinds of 
knowledge and of all means of true knowledge; because 
in the case of memory, inference, revelation, yogict® per- 
ception, and the like, it is observed that there is) the 
apprehension of the thing, the existence of which belongs 
to a time different (from that of their own existence). 
Hence also, no instrument of knowledge is ever dissociated 
from what is to be discemed by it. The relation of an 
instrument of knowledge, to the thing that is to be discem- 
ed by it, does not consist in the absence of the dissocia- 
tion of that (instrument of knowledge) from the thing 
which exists at the same time with itself; but, on the 
other hand, (such relation) consists in the negation of the 
unreality of that particular form of any particular thing 
which is discerned in association with any particular time, 
place, and: other such (determining) conditions. Thus the 
position that memory does not deal with external objects, 
because even when the external object (to which it refers) 
has disappeared, memory is seen to continue,—this is also 
set at naught. 

It may, however, be said :—The antecedent non-exist- 
ence of consciousness is not at all made out by perception, 
because such (non-existence) does not exist. Nor is such 
(non-existence) made out by the other means of proof, 
because (in relation to it) the basis of logical inference 
and the other limbs of syllogistic reasoning are absent. 

46 This isthe perceptlow which to the conception fn the mind of hina 
peculiarly belongs to the Yacie, who, who practises Fit #hivand 
by withdrawing the mind ini Hel ye siddirboai dri, There is 
al concentrating it on is own con- however, an opinion which mating 
ceptions, fas succeeded in actalising that Yori perception ¥s_a seprate 
those conceptions i the form of dix means of Knowledge, and gives tie 
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Indeed,there is to be found here no such basis of inference as 
is invariably associated with the antecedent non-existence 
of consciousness. Revelation also is not at all seen to deal 
‘with it (é¢. with such antecedent: non-existence), Hence, 
the antecedent non-existence (of consciousness) cannot be 
proved, because there i really no means of proving it. 
To this, it ix replied thus :—If, abandoning the peculiar 
support of the self-evident nature (of consciousness), you 
rely upon the absence of the means to prove that (non- 
existence), then it would be well for you to stop the 
discussion, bearing in mind that that (same non-exist- 
tence) is established by the negative proof of non-cognition 
relating to a necessarily associated thing. 

Moreover, perceptual knowledge, which during the time 
that it exists, proves (the existence of) its objects, such ax 
18 &c., is not seen to give rise to the knowledge of their 
xistence at all times, Therefore, the existence of jars and 
such other objects during periods antecedent and subse- 
quent (to their perception), is not made out (by meant 
of perception), Such non-cognition ix seen to be due to 
perceptual consciousness being conditioned by time, If per 
ceptual consciousness, which hits jars, &c., for its objects, 
is itself made out to be unconditioned by time, then, the 
objects of (that) consciousness, such ax jars, &e., would also 
‘appear to be unconditioned by time, and so would be etern- 
al, If (this) consciousness which is self-evident be eternal, it 
should of itself appear to be so etemal, But it is not 
so made out. Similarly, if the inferential and the other 
cognising states of consciousness are made out to be tn 
conditioned by time, then they would make their objects 
also appear unconditioned by time ; and so all such objects 
would become eternal ; for every object has a nature which 
correspond» to the state of consciousness (that represents 
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it). Again, there is no objectles consciousness, in as much 
‘as such a thing is unknown, Indeed,the self-luminous nature 
of consciousness has been demonstrated solely by means 
of the fact that perception brings external objects to the 
light of consciousness, If consciousness have not the power 
of bringing external objects to light, there would result 
to it the absence of seli-luminowsness; in consequence of 
this (absence of self-luminousness), and also in consequence 
of the fact that experience is incapable of being experienced 
by any other experience, consciousness itself would become 
2 mere nothing. 

Further, it should not be stated that during sleep,4* 
conditions of intoxication, swoons, &c., totally objectless, 
‘absolute consciousness alone shines forth ; because such a 
statement would be invalidated by the negative proof of 
non-cognition relating to a necessarily associated thing, If 
during these states also, experience is experienced, then, at 
the time of waking, there will have tobe its recollection, But 
there is no such thing. It may, however, be said that it iv 
not commonly seen that an object which has beenexperienc- 
4, is, as a rule, remembered ; and therefore, how can the 
absence of recollection prove the non-existence of the (cor- 
responding) experience ? It is «tated (in reply to this) that, 
provided there are no'such powerful causes as the dissolu- 
tion of the body, &c., which remove all innate mental 
impressions, then uniform non-remembrance establishes 
only the non-existence of experience. Surely, the non- 
nce of experience is not proved solely through the 
uniform absence of any remembrance thereof; because it 
is posible for one who has just risen from sleep to réal- 
ise by means of introspective observation alone that all the 
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while he did not know anything. Moreover, it is not pos- 
sible to say that, even when experience exists, the uniform 
non-remembrance thereof is due either to want of associa 
tion with objects or to the destruction of the principle of 
‘egoity; because, the non-experience of some one thing (such 
‘asa jar) and the non-existence of another thing (stich as a 
cloth) do not constitute the causes of the non-remembrance 
of some other experienced object (such as a wall), 

Tt will be explained presently that, in those states also 
(namely, sleep, intoxication, swoon, &c), the idea of the ego 
continues to persist, It has, indeed, been stated already 
that, during sleep and other similar states, it is possible to 
have such experience as is definite and relates to particular 
objects, What has been so stated is really true, Indeed, 
that (experience) is self-experience. And it will be est~ 
ablished further on that that (selfexperience) is definite 
and relates to particular objects, But, here, only such consef- 
ousness as is altogether objectless, and is without a basis, is 
denied. If mere consciousness alone is said to be se 
experience, (we say) it i not s0, because it will be explain= 
ed horeafter that it (viz, consciousness) is dependent upon 
(some thing else as) its basis. Hence it cannot be said 
that, because experience, while it exists, does not establish 
its antecedent non-existence, (such) antecedent non-exis- 
tence is disproved. In explaining the possiblity of experi- 
ence being experienced, its incapability to be proved other- 
wise (than by itself) liasalso been negatived. Therefore, the 
non-origination of consciousness merely on the ground that 
there is no proof of antecedent non-existence and other non- 
existences in relation to it—that is not supported by logic. 

‘What has been stated*® already to the effect that, on 
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account of there being no origination of consciousness, other 
modifications are also negatived in relation to it,—that also 
is unreasonable ; because such reasoning is too wide and 
inconclusive, holding good in the case of antecedent non- 
existence also. In fact, although it has no origination, it 
is seen to be capable of destruction, If, (for the pur- 
Pose of meeting this difficulty), this (proposition) is qualified 
by saying (that it holds true only) in the case of entities, 
then, indeed, (your) skilfulness in logical reasoning becomes 
quite manifest. Thus, for instance, the avidya (or ignorance), 
which is accepted by you, is un-originated ; and it is, never- 
theless, the seat of a variety of modifications, and is also 
put an end to after the origination of true knowledge. If 
‘you say that all its modifications are unreal, then, ix 
thete, according to you, any modification which has the 
nature of reality, so that this qualification (thus limiting 
the scope of the proposition mentioned above) may become 
significant ? But this (kind of modification that has the 
nature of reality) is surely not acknowledged by you. 
‘Again, what hag been already*? stated to the effect that 
experience does not admit of any differentiation in regard 
to itself, on account of its being unborn,—that ‘also is tm- 
founded : because the self which is undoubtedly unborn is 
seen to be differentiated from the body, the ongans of sense, 
and other such things; and also because it has necessarily: 
to be accepted that the self is different from the admitted- 
ly: beginningless avidya (or ignorance). If you say that 
this differentiation is itself of the nature of unreality, (we 
ask), did you anywhere observe any differentiation which 
has the nature of reality and is the necessary concomitant 
of origination ? Indeed, if ignorance be not in reality 
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distinct from the self, then, as a matter of fact, ignorance 
itself may become the self. In maintaining the distinctions 
between such perceivable objects as are realised in unstulti- 
fied perceptions, the distinction between the perceptions 
themselves is established ; in the same way in which the 
distinction between the various kinds of the process of 
cutting (is established) by means of the distinction between 
the things cut (accordingly). 

Moreover, the statements?” already made to the effect 
that consciousness, which is altogether of the nature of con- 
sciousness, can have no qualifying attribute that is itself 
capable of being objectively perceived by consciousness,and 
tht such (attributes) cannot qualify consciousness merely 
‘vecause they are objectively perceivable,—both these also 
are not absolutely conclusive, because, in relation to it (viz, 
consciousness), there are the attributes of eternity, self-lu- 
minousness, &c., which are well established by the authori- 
tative criteria of knowledge, and are also admitted by your- 
selves (our opponents). Neither do these (attributes) consti- 
tute pure consciousness, because they are in their essential 
nature distinet (from consciousness), Indeed, consciousness 
is that which, solely by means of its own existence, makes 
intelligible to that which constitutes its own foundation, 

1y external object whatsoever. Self-luminousness. con 
sists in being luminous, in consequence of a thing's own ex- 
istence, to that which constitutes that thing’s own found- 
ation ; luminosity (or intelligibility) is that (quality) which is 
common to all intelligent and non-intelligent things alike, 
‘and makes them fit to be practically realised; eternity is, in- 
deed, existence through all time; unity. is limitation by the 
number one ; &c., &e. Even when these (qualifying attri- 
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utes) constitute the negation of non-intelligence and 
other such things (ax have to be excluded from con:ci= 
ousness), then, even as such, they form the qualifying at- 
tributes of consciousness ; therefore, it is inevitable that 
this reasoning becomes too wide (and inconclusive) in as 
muuch as they, nevertheless, continue to be the attributes of 
consciousness. If, for the reason that consciousness is op- 
posed to non-intelligence, and other such qualities, (merely) 
on account of their being different from its own essential 
nature, neither a negative nor a pasitive qualification ean 
be admitted in relation to it, then, the (various) statements 
severally negating those (qualities) will have to import 
nothing at all, 

Then, is consciousness provable (as existent) or not? If 
provable, it must be characterised as being possessed of attri- 
butes, If not, it becomes a mere nothing like the ‘sky- 
flower’ and other (imaginary) objects. If you say that the 
proof itself is consciousness, it has to be asked whose that 
(proof) is, and to what it refers. If it do not belong to any 
one, and be not in regard to some thing, then that (proof) 
is no proof. Indeed, proving, like son-ship, belongs to rome 
‘one and isin relation to some thing (or person). If it be said 
that (the proving) belongs to the self, (we ask) who this 
elf is, Was it not stated by you that it (viz the self) is 
consciousness itself? Yes, it was sostated; only, it is a 
wrong statement, And this can be made out thus, How can 
that consciousness, which, by reason of its making a number 
of objects intelligible to a person, is related to those (objects) 


What is said is this :—Experience is that which, solely by 
means of its own existence, possesves the quality of making 
‘a thing fit to be realized in relation to what constitutes the 
basis of that (experience) itself; ithas other names, such 2s 
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knowledge (jana), comprehension (avagati), consciousness 
(samvid), and the like ; it always relates to an object and is, 
a particular attribute of the experiencing self: and again it 
is well known toall as possessing the qualification of being 
witnessed by the self, as when (one says), ‘1 know 
ajat, ‘T understand this thing,’ ‘1 am conscious of « cloth,’ 
&e. Indeed, it is on account of its possessing this aforesaid 
nature, that self-luminousness has been postulated in relation 
to iteven by you, ‘This (experience) which relates to an 
object and is a particular attribute of the subject (of the 
predication of knowing), cannot possess the quality of itself 
being the subject (of any predication), quite as much a (it 
cannot possess) the quality of being the object (thereof), 
Accordingly, the permanent character of this subject 
(of the predication of knowing) is directly ascertained ; and 
origination, existence, and destruction, in relation to that 
attribute which belongs to this subject and is called consci 
‘Ousness, are also ascertained to be true, in the same way 
which they are (so.a-certained) in the case of pleasure, pain, 
&c. The permanent character of this subject (of the predi- 
sation of knowing,) is indeed established by that kind of per- 
ception which leads to the recognition of identity, as (when 
one sys), “This is that very thing which was formerly expe 
rienoed by me.” Origination and other such things are also 
¢stablished in regard to consciousness, by the cognitions ‘ I 
knowy ‘had known,’ ‘The knowledge which I, the know- 
cr, had, is now lost’; and where then is its oneness (with the 
self) ? Tf consciousness, which is thus destructible moment 
after moment, be admitted to be the self, then it becomes 
impossible indeed, to have the recognitive cognition —T saw: 
(again) on the next day that (same thing) which was seen on 
the previous day.” Surely, there is no possibility of the recog- 
nitive cognition by one person of any thing experienced by 
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another person. Again, when experience is admitted to 
be the self, and eternity too is predicated of it, then also 
there will similarly arise the absence of the cognition leading 
to recognition. Indeed, the cognition which leads to recogni- 
tion, as for instance (when one feels), ‘I myself experienced 
this formerly also,'-—that establishes the experiencing sub- 
ject to continue unchanged in antecedent and subsequent 
intervals of time, but does not prove pure unconditioned 
experience, Surely, you also do not accept that experience 
is the same as the subject who experiences; experience is 
merely experience (to you). It hasalready been stated (by us) 
that that unfounded or objectless something which is called 
Consciousness cannot exist, because there is absolutely no 
knowledge (of such # thing). Thus the view, that that same 
consciousness, which is indeed admitted -by both of us, is the 
self itself, is contradicted by cognition; and all the 
specious arguments, which were intended to demonstrate 
that such pure experience alone is the highest reality, have 
also been thus completely refuted. 

It may however be said again thus:—In the idea 
ofthe ego to be found in the cognition «1 know (this),’ 
that which, (not being objective), is not denoted by 
the word ‘this,’ and which is homogeneous luminosity. and 
ix the thing denoted by lv (or intelligence)—that is the 
self; now, the idea of the ego, resulting from the cogni- 
tion ‘I know,’ acquires, by reason of its being made lumin- 
‘ous in that (intelligence) through the strength of that (in- 
telligence), the characteristics of the thing ‘thou’ (or of the 
non-ego) ; and it is, therefore, other than pure intelligence, 
and means certainly the thing ‘thou’ (or the non-ego). It is 
not (right to say) s0; simply because, (in such a case), that 
perceptual knowledge, in which, as when one says ‘I know 
(a thing), there is (between the knowing and the knower) 
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the relation of an attribute to the possessor thereof, —that 
would itself be (thereby) contradicted. Moreover,— If the 
thing I’ (or the ego) is not the self,there will be no subject 
ivity to the self, For, the subjective thing is distinguished 
from the objective thing by means of the idea of the ego. In- 
deed, he who is desirous of final release hetakes to the ‘hear- 
ing’ &c., (of the scriptures), with the intention that he may 
himself become devoid of all misery, the enjoyer of infinite 
blissjand free. If any one holds that final release consists in 
the destruction of the thing’ (or of one’s own personality), 
then such an one will surely get away from even the merest 
scent of the discussion bearing upon the topic of final releaxe, 
No one,\vho believes that even after he ceases to exist there 
is some kind of consciousness which is other than himself, 
will ever make any attempt to attain that (kind of conscious 
nies as his goal after death) It is only by being associated 
with the self, that this (consciousness) has its own existence, 
has its own character as consciousness, and its other qualifi- 
cations, When thisassociation with the self is severed, 
consciousness itself ceases to exist; in the same way in which, 
in the absence of the cutter and the object to be cut, there 
can be no cutting or any other such process. Hence it is 
settled that the thing ‘1, which is alo the knower, is the 
subjective self, ‘The scripture also says—'My dear one, by: 
means of what is one to know the knower?’ [Brih. Up. 1. 
5.15], The Smriti also says—Whoever knows this (body), 
him they call the Ashetrajaa! [B. G, XIIL The 
Sttra-hira also says the same thing opening it with the 
aphorisms—! The individual self is not (produced) as 
there are no scriptural statements to that effect’—[ Vad. 
‘Sot. IL. 3. 18.], and ‘Por that very reason, (the individual 
scli) is the knower! (Ved. Sct. 11. 3. 19.]. Therefore it iv 
decided that the selfs not pure and unqualified conscious 
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ness." Indeed, the thing I" is of itself established by the 
notion of the ego; the thing ‘thou’ is the content of the 
notion of the non-ego, It being so, to say that the knower, 
who is realised when one says ‘I know,’ is the non-ego, is, 
‘moreover, a contradiction in terms, very much like the 
statement—‘ My mother is barren.’ 

Again, this knower, the thing ‘I,’ has not its luminos- 
ity dependent upon anything else, because it possesses 
self-luminousness, Indeed, to be seli-luminous is to possess 
the character of intelligence, Whatever, like the flame of 
a lamp, possesses the character of luminosity, that possesses 
its own light independently of anything else, For, surely, 
the flame of a lamp and such other setf-luminous things, 
seeing that they are made to shine out by means of the 
power of their own light,can not possess non-lusainousness, 
nor (can they possess) the character of having their lumin- 
osity dependent upon anytiiing else. What then are 
‘they? The flame of a lamp has the nature of light, and 
certainly shines of itself, and also makes other objects 
shine by means of its own radiance. 

‘What is said is this:—One and the same substance jas 
(or the material element of light and heat) exists, for in- 
stance, in the form of luminosity ax well as in the forin of that 
which is liminous. ‘Though luminosity forms an attribute 
of the thing which is liminous, nevertheless, it is the sub- 
stance fejas, and nothing else, It ix not a quality like 
whiteness, &c., because (unlike them) it can exist elsewhere 
alxo than in what constitutes its basis, and because also it 
is itself the possessor of colour. As it is of a different 
nature from whiteness and other such qualities, and possess- 
¢s the quality of luminosity, it is undoubtedly the substance 
tejas and nothing else. If a thing brings to light its own 
nature as well as other things, it is thereby said to possess 
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luminosity, And the practical realisation of this (luminosity) 
as a quality necessarily results from its invariably having 
that (substance /ojas) for its basis, and also from its forming 
a dependent constituent thereof. It is not that the compo- 
nent parts of its basis (/.¢. of the substance fefas), becoming 
scattered and getting into motion, are «poken of as light; 
for, (under such a supposition), there would be the destruc- 
tion of gems, of the sun, and of other such luminous 
bodies (through their mere shining). And in the ease of 
the flame of a lamp also, there would at no time be the 
perception of an united whole. Indeed, it is not possible 
to say that lamp-flames, whose component parts have 
the nature of becoming scattered, do invariably get col 
lected together into a whole only to the extent of four 
inches, rise up, and then spread about, at the same time 
‘and in the same form, horizontally and upwards and down- 
wards, Hence, it is ascertained, that lamp-flames which 
possess luminosity are produced and destroyed every 
moment ; because there is, (for their production), the order- 
ed convergence of sufficient causes (such as wicks, oil, &c.), 
and because also, on the destruction of those (causes), 
they (ic, the flames) are themselves destroyed. ‘That light, 
‘acquires greater brilliance, greater warmth, &¢., near its 
own source, is capable of being proved by direct perception, 
in the same way in which, heat &c., are (seen to be greater 


in intensity) near fire, &c. In this same manner, the self, 
which is wholly of the nature of intelligence, is (also) charac- 
terised by the attribute of intelligence. 

Indeed, to possess the character of intelligence is to 
be self-luminous. To that effect are the following and 


other scriptural texts :—“ Just as a solid limp of salt has 
neither inside, nor outside, and is altogether one whole 
mass of taste, o.also, my dear one, he, this self, who has 
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neither inside nor outside, is altogether one whole mass of 
knowledge, and is altogether made up of intelligence.” 
[Bok Up. WV. “Here, this purusha becomes 
selfluminous.” (Brih. Up. IV. 3.9 & 14.]: “There is no 
disappearance of the knowledge of the knower.”  [Bri/. 
Up. IV. 3. 30.]: “Then whoever feels ‘I smell this —that 
is the selt.” [Gipkand, Up, VIII. 12, 4.]: “Who is the self ? 
He is that person who is luminous in the proximity of the 
‘pranas and the heart, and wholly consists of knowledge." 
[Brik, Up.1V. 3.7.]: “He is, indeed, the seer, the hearer, the 
taster, the smeller, the thinker, the knower, the doer, and is 
the person who is made up of intelligence.” [Pr. Up. 1V. 9.]: 
“By means of what, my dear one, is one to know the 
knower.” [Byik, Up. 1V. 5, 15.]: “This person (i.e, purusia) 
surely knows.” [ 2}: Whoever sees (that One) sees not 
death, nor disease, nor the state of sorrow." [Chland. Up. 
VII, 26,2,]: “He is the Highest Person..; he (in His presence) 
does not mind this body which has had birth.” [(ishdnd. 
Up. VIM, 12, 3.]: “In this same manner, all these sixteen 
Aalas**, which belong to the seer and are dependent on the 
Purusha, meet their end after attaining the Prrusha,” 
[Pr Up. VI. 5.): “Different from this which consists of 
mind is the inner self which consists of understanding.” 
[Taitt,Up. U1. 4.1.}. And the Sitra-Rara also saysin the 
sequel-“‘For that very reason, (the self) is the knower.” [Ved. 
Sét, Ul, 3, 18.]- Therefore, this self, which is self-luminous, 
is indeed the knower always, it is not mere Iuminousness. 
ft Vile Pr, Oh Vie g where (40) Food, (11) Strength of body 
there are enumerated 34 follows — abo he seaes (12) Austestes and 
(0) The principal vital sir Priga, penance, Taper (13) ‘The sacred 
oe Beli inthe reality of hymns or Manérar (24) Works. (3e- 
God GratdAd) (2) Ether, (4) Al, sbcial and other) (43) Sarge and 
G) Light, (©) Water, (7) Earth, other such results of works (26) The 
(8) Mind\(g) The ten Znérien, names of Serpe Ke. 
un 
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Luminosity, as in the case of the luminosity of lamp- 
flames and other similar objects, must necessarily belong to 
something, simply because it possesses the character of lum- 
inosity. Therefore, consciousness in itselfis not capable of 
becoming the self. Moreover, those that know the power 
and import of words say that the words samvid (conscious- 
ness), anubhitti (experience), j@ana (knowledge), &c., are 
words implying relation. It is not seen either in ordinary 
language or in the scripture that the verbs to know, &c., 
are at all used without an object or without a subject. 

What has been stated’? to the effect that consciousness 
itvell is the self, because it possesses the quality of intelli- 
gence,—in regard to that (statement), this has to be asked, 
namely, what it is that is meant by intelligence, If it be 
replied that it i< the possession of that luminosity which is 
due to the mere fact of a thing's own existence, then, in 
that case, such an explanation, being also applicable to the 
flame of a lamp, is too wide. If, as apart from consciousness, 
this quality of luminosity is not granted at all, there will 
then rewilt the fallacies of inconclusiveness and contradic- 
tion.?* Moreover, (the definition that intelligence means) 
the posession of that kind of existence which is invari« 
ity), —that, 
has been already declared to be invalid, because it is too 
wide, being applicable also to the case of pleasures, &c. If it 
bbe said that pleasures and other such feelings, although in- 
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variably associated with Inminosity, are like jars and other 
‘objects, made luminous (or intelligible) to a thing other 
than themselves, and are, in consequence, non-intelligent, 
and thereby constitute the non-~elf; (it is asked in return) — 
{Is intelligence, then, luminous to itself ?" It also is always 
luminous to another thing, the knower, which is the ego 
in the cognition ‘I know’; in the same way (in which 
happiness is luminous to a thing other than itself) in the 
cognition ‘I am happy.’ Hence, the intelligence which 
has the character of self-luminousness is not proved to 
exist in relation to consciousness. ‘Therefore that intelli- 
gent thing ‘I’, which is proved to itself by the mere 
fact of its own existence,—that alone is the self (or the 
alman). 

The luminosity of consciousness also is dependent upon 
its association with that (self). Indeed, analogously to the 
case of pleasures and other such feelings, the intelligibil- 
ity of consciousness to the self, which constitutes its 
own basis, and its un-inteltigibility to other things (than 
the self), are (both) wholly due to that (association with 
the self,) Therefore, the self is not pure consciousness 
itself, but is undoubtedly the ego, the knower, 

Again, what has been urged?¢ to the effect that, because 
no illusion is possible without a basis (for it to be imposed 
pon), experience, which is, in truth, unfounded in any thing 
elke and is objectless, constitutes the reality, but, neverthe- 
less becomes manifest, throngh illusion, as the knower 
‘as the mother-of-pearl is made out, (through illusion), 
to possess the characteristics of'silver;—this (view also) is 
incorrect. If it were correct, then, the experiencing sub- 
ject, namely, the ego, would, in consequence of its being 
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equivalent to experience (itself), appear in the form—'T 
am (myself) experience’; in the same way in which silver 
and other (illusorily perceived) things are made out to be 
nothing other than the lustrous substances which are plac- 
edt in front of us, But, here, this same experience, which is 
itself separately cognised, qualifies some thing else, namely, 
the ego, just as a stick qualifies (or characterises) Devadat- 
ta (when he is holding it.) It is indeed thus that there 
arises the cognition,—‘1 experience.’ Such being the case, 
how can the cognition ‘I experience,’ while showing the 
eyo to be qualified by experience, be declared to relate 
entirely to this qualifying attribute, namely, experience, 
ts if one may say that the cognition—'Devadatta 
is the powessor of a stick’ relates merely to the 
st 


What has been further stated*# to the effect that the 
(cell's) quality. of being the knower is seen to come out only 
in relation to him who, thinking that he is stout and so on, 
inistakes the body for the self, and that this (knowership)is 
therefore unreal,—this (also) is incorrect ; because there 
would then result unreality to experience also, which ix 
misintained by you to be the self, in as much as (such 
experience also) is cognisable only by him who possesses 
that (mistaken notion of the body being the self:) If it 
be said that there is no unreality in relation to experience, 
in as much as it is not contradicted by that knowledge of 
truth which stultifies all other things (than truth), then, in 
that cave, certainly (the self's) quality of bemg the knower 
is not also unreal, on account of the absence of that same 
stultification, 

Then again it has been said thus It is not possible 
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to postulate, in the ease of the self which does not admit 
of modifications, the quality of being the knower, which 
is the same as being the subject of the predication of know- 
ing. Thus, this quality of being the knower, which is of 
the nature of a modification and is non-intelligent, rests 
in the knot of the material principle of egoity which is 
capable of modifications and is itself a modification of 
prakriti (i. e, nature), Hence, knowership does not be- 
Tong to the elf, but belongs to this material principle 
of egoity, which constitutes an internal organ.” Indeed, the 
quality of being the subject of predications and other such 
qualities, are all attributes of perocivable objects, just as 
colour and other such qualities are, If the quality 
of being the subject of predications and the quality 
of being denoted by the idea of the ego are (both) admit- 
ted in relation to the self, then, as in the case of the 
ody, +0 also, in the case of the self, there would result 
(to it) non-selthood, objectivity, non-intelligence, &c. 
All this is not right ; becauce, this material principle of 
egoity which constitutes an internal organ (of the body), 
is, like the body, possessed of non-selfhood, the character 
of being a modification of the prazriti, perceivability, ob- 
jectivity, the character of being utilised by other things 
than itself, and other similar characteristics; and because 
also, the quality of being the knower has the peculiar 
character of belonging always to an intelligent thing. 
What is said is this :—Just as the body and other si 
lar objects are, by means of their perceivability, ob- 
jectivity, and other such characteristics, distinguished from 
whatever is characterised by the opposites of these (charac 
teristics), vie, the quality of being the perceiver, subjectivity’, 
and the like ; so ako, the principle of egoity which is ‘ot 
‘the nature of an internal organ, being made up of the same 
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substance (as the body), is distinguished by those very cha- 
racteristics (of perceivability, &c.,) from that (which is 
characterised by the other attributes of being the perceiver, 
&c). Hence, the quality of being the knower does not, 
like the quality of being consciousness, belong to this 
principle of egoity, for the mere reason that, (if it did), there 
would thereby be the contradiction ofits own nature, Just 
as the quality of being consciousness is not admissible in re- 
lation to the principle of egoity, which is the object of that 
(consciousness), so also the quality of being the knower 
can not be admitted in relation to what constitutes the ob- 
ject of (knowledge) itself 
Moreover, the quality of being the knower is not of 
the ature of a modification, The quality of being the 
knower is, indeed, the same as the quality of being the 
eat of the attribute of intelligence ; and intelligence, being 
the natural attribute of this eternal thing (viz, the self), is 
And he (the Sttrakara) speaks of the 
of the self in the following aphorism and in others, 
“The self is not (a produced thing), as there are no scrip 
tural statements to that effect.” (Ved. Sat, IL. 3. 18.]. In 
the aphorism —For that very reason, (the self) is the 
knower.” [Ved.S@t. 1. 3. 19.],—by mentoning the (self to 
be) Anower he dectares that itis natural for the self to be the 
eat of intelligence. It has been stated that there is no- 
thing wrong in the (self), which is itself of the nature of 
intelligence, being (at the same time) the seat of intelligence; 
just as (there is nothing wrong) in gems and other simlar 
objects, (although they are made up of the material element 
ofheat and light), being themselves the seat of luminosity, 
‘We will establish farther on that intelligence, which of itself 
is unconditioned, is capable of contraction and expansion, 
Hence, in the state of the knower of the body (i.e. as. the 
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embodied individual self), it exists, owing to its past ac- 
tions (or Aarmas), in a contracted condition, (the contrac- 
tion thereof) varying in degree in accordance with the 
nature of those particular actions; and that (state of con- 
traction or expansion) is regulated by means of the sens- 
es, The statement about the rising and the setting (of 
intelligence) is made, having regard to this aforesaid pass- 
age of intelligence through the door-way of the senses, In 
‘the matter of this movement of the intelligence, there cert- 
ainly results (to the self) the quality of being an agent ; 
but that quality is not natural (to it), being due to its ar 
‘mas (or past actions); and so the self has undoubtedly an 
immodifiable nature. Knowership, which is of this afore- 
said nature, belongs only to the self, whose essential 
character is intelligence; and consequently, this knower- 
ship cannot possibly belong, at any time, to the non-intelli- 
gent principle of egoity (¢, e. akankara). 

If, however, it be said that,in regard to this principle of 
egoity, whose essential nature is non-intelligence, there is 
the possibility of (its acquiring) the quality of knowership, 
‘on account of its proximity to intelligence and the conse- 
quent reflection (of qualities) therefrom,—it is asked in 
return—what is this reflection of intelligence? Does the 
reflection of the principle of egoity fall upon consciousness, 
or, does the reflection of consciousness fall upon the princi- 
ple of egoity? It (viz. the reflection of the principle 
of egoity) does not fall upon consciousness, because knower- 
ship is not admissible in regard to consciousness. It (viz 
the reflection of consciousness) does not fall upon the 
principle of egoity, because it is impossible for that (prinei- 
ple of egoity), which is admittedly non-intelligent, ever to 
possess the quality of knowership, and because also both 
(consciousness and the principle of egoity) are not capable 
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of being perceived by the organ of sight. And surely, no 
reflection is seen to take place in relation to invisible 
objects. 

‘Then again, it may be urged that the quality of being 
the knower results from contact with intelligence, in the 
same way in which the heat ina lump of iron results 
from contact with fire, It cannot be so here, however; be- 
cause knowership is not admitted to be an intrinsic quality: 
of cousciousness; for that same reason, this quality of know- 
ership cannot, from contact with it, result to the principle 
of egoity, nor can it be apprehended (in relation to that 
prnciple). Since knowership cannot at all be predi- 
cated of the principle of egoity which is non-intelligent, 
there cannot, through contact with it, result to conscious- 
ness the quality of being the knower, nor can there arise 
(thus) the apprehension of that (quality of bemg the 
knower) in relation to consciousness, 

‘What has been further stated8¢ to the effect that both 
of them (viz, consciousness and the material principle of 

ity of knower- 
ship, but that this material principle of egoity is the 
revealer of experience, and consequently reveals that expe- 
rience as though it were within itself, in the way in 
mirrors and other such revealers do;—this (also) is 
not right ; because, the self-luminous Alman cannot appro- 
priately be held to be revealed by the non-intelligent 
principle of egoity, This has been declared thus:—!It 
does not stand to reacon that the principle of egoity, whose 
nature consists in non-intelligent materiality, reveals the 
@tman which is self-Juminous, in the same way in which (jt 
does not stand to reason to hold that) a dead ember 
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(reveals) the sun,” (4, SJ.5? Indeed, all things have 
their cognisability dependent upon self-luminous experience. 
Tt being so, those, who know the self, ridicule the idea that 
the non-intelligent principle of egoity, the luminosity of 
which is dependent on that (experience), reveals that same 
experience, the luminosity of which is, (on the contrary), 
neither producible nor destructible, and itself forms the 
tneans by which all things are cognised, Moreover, since 
there is incompatibility between the nature of the material 
principle of egoity and (the nature) of experience, and 
since also there will result to experience, (when it hap- 
pens to be a thing revealed by ahaaAdra), the char- 
acter of being no experience at all,—there cannot be the 
relation of the revealer and the revealed (between them), 
‘This has been stated thus :—“'The relation of the revealer 
and the revealed (between any two things) is mutually 
exchangeable, and cannot exist when there is any incompat- 
‘bility in mature (between them). If the self be capable of 
being revealed, it would, like a jar, (for instance), acquire, 
in consequence, the character of being no experience at 
au” (A. SJ 

Again, it is not very appropriate (to hold), in regard to 
consciousness, that it is revealed by the principle of egoity, 
which is itself revealed by consciousness, just as a beam 
of the sun’s rays is revealed by the palm of the hand, which 
is itself revealed by that (very beam of rays); because, in 
thisinstance itself, there is really no revelation of the beam 
of the sun's rays by means of the palm of the hand, Surely, 
‘on account of their progress being obstructed by the palm of 
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the hand, the rays become increased (through reflection 
and scattering) and are themselves very clearly perceived; 
thus the palm of the hand cannot possess the character of 
a revealer (of the sun's rays), in as much as it simply 
serves to increase them (thus). 

‘Yet again, of what nature is that revelation which is 
effected by the principle of egoity in relation to this self (or 
the alman), the essential nature of which is the same as 
that of consciousness ? It ix not, surely, origination, be- 
eau 
sequence impossible for it to be originated by any thing 
else. Nor does it (viz, stich revelation) consist in making 
that (self) intelligible, because it (viz. the self which is the 
sume as experience) is incapable of being experienced by 
any other experience. And for this same reason there can 
he nothing that is of use asa means for experiencing that 
(Self). It (via, this sort of instrumental utility of a thing) is 
indeed of two kinds. Tt consists either in serving as the 
means which brings the object of knowledge into relation 
with the perceiving senses; just as—in the matter of the 
apprehension of generic qualities, one's own face, and such 
other things the individual, the mirror, and such other 
things (respectively) form the means of bringing (those 
enerie qualities, that fiice, and those other things) into rela- 
tion with the senses. Or, it (viz, such instrumental utility) 
consists jn serving the purpose of removing the impurity, 
found in one who is desirous of acquiring knowledge ; just 
as tranquillity, selfrestraint, and such other things are, 
(in the way of removing the impurities ofhim who is desi- 
ous of true knowledge auxiliary) to the science which is the 
means of knowing the supreme reality. Itis therefore de- 
clared accordingly :—"As it (viz. the ego) is not within 
the province of the senses, nothing can serve as the means 
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of bringing it into relation with them,”#* 

Moreover, even if it be allowed that experience ix eap- 
able of being experienced, it is not proper to say that the 
ego is useful as a means for experiencing that (experience). 
Indeed, it (viz, such instrumental utility thereof) may con- 
sist in the removal of any obstruction to the origination of 
the experience which is thus capable of being experienced ; 
in the same way in which lamp-flames and other luminous 
things serve, in relation to the organ of sight, a« instruments 
for the removal of the deep darkness which is an obstruc- 
tion to the origination of the perception of colour and 
other qualities. But here (i.e. in the ease of experience 
Or consciousness) there is no such removable obstruction, 
Surely, in the conscioumess which is the same as the at 
‘man, there is not anything to be found which, while being 
‘an obstruction to the origination of the knowledge of that 
(aman), is capable of being removed by the material 
principle of egoity. If it be said that there is (the 
obstruction offered by) ignorance (which has to be remoy- 
ed))—it is replied that it is not right to entertain: stich 
‘an opinion, for the reason Urat it is not admissible to hold 
that. iguorance (or avidya) can be removed by the material 
principle of egoity (or ahawAara), Indeed, what removes 
‘ignorance is not anything other than knowledge, Moreover, 
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it is not possible for ignorance to have consciousness for its 
basis, because it would then have the same basis for itself as 
Knowledge has, and because also its objects would then be 
the same ax those of that (knowledge). Ignorance cannot 
exist in the witness who is pure unqualified consciousness, 
and is free from the condition of being the knower as well 
‘as that of being the object (of knowledge), Just as jars 
and other similar objects cannot form the seat of ignor- 
ance, because they are not, even in the least, the seat of 
knowledge, +o also pure unqualified consciousness cannot be 
the seat of ignorance, for the reason that it too is not the 
reat of knowledge. Even if consciousness be taken to 
be the seat of ignorance, that same (consciousness), which 
1 to be the self, cannot form the object of 
herefore the cessation of the ignorance which 
is found in it (viz, in this consciousness) cannot be brought 
about by means of knowledge, Knowledge, indeed, removes 
always the ignorance which relates to its own objects, as 


in the cise of the rope and other things (where the false 
knowledge of the snake,&c, in relation to the rope, &e,, is 
removed by the true knowledge of the rope as rope). Hence, 
the ignorance which has consciousness for its basis can never 
be destroyed by any thing whatsoever. It will be stated 
further on that the true nature of this ignorance, which is 


not capable of being deseribed either as an entity or as a 
non-entity, is altogether difficult of definition. And because 
this ignorance, which is of the nature of the antecedent 
non-existence of knowledge, is not an obstruction to the 
origination of knowledge, it cannot, through causing its 
own destruction, serve as an instrument for producing that 
knowledge, Hence there can be no revelation of experience 
by the material principle of egoity in any manner whato- 
ever. 
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Moreover, the nature of revealers is not to reveal the 
revealable thing ax though it were within themselves; be- 
cause such (a revelation) is not seen in the case of lamp- 
flames and such other self-luminous things, and because 
also knowledge, the instrument of knowledge, and all that 
helps that (instrument of knowledge in the production 
‘of knowledge) are all of such a nature as ix consistent 
with the realisation of things as they are, And this 
fact is proved by the rule which declares that self-evident 
things prove themselves. Again, mirrors and other things 
are not the revealers of faces and other objects, but (only’) 
form the means to produce that caue of erroncousness 
Which (for instance) consists in the bending back of the 
ocular aur (to one’s own face.) And it being »0, all false 
‘appearances arise from such a cause of error. But the 
revealers are (really) such things as are like the dloka®? 
(or the ocular aura). Further, here, in the present 
instance, it is not possible for the material principle of 
egoity to impose any such error upon the self-luminous 
consciousness, ‘The logical genus represents the typical 
form of the individuals (that go to make it wp); and it is 
therefore that it appears to be contained in the individuals, 
Dut not because it is revealed by the individuals, Hence, 
to give rise to the apprehension of consciousness as abiding 
in the material principle of egoity, which forms an intemal 
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organ, there is, indeed, nothing which can serve as a means, 
either in itself or through causing an error, Thus the 
quality of being the knower does not belong to the mate- 
rial principle of egoity, nor is there any impression to 
the effect that it does. ‘Therefore, the subjective self is 
the thing ‘I’, which is of itself made out te be the knower; 
but is not pure imqualified conscioustess, 

Te has also been stated already that, on the dis 
‘appearance of the idea of the ego, consciousness cannot 
acquire the subjectivity (of the self), Although, (during 
vep sleep), the thing ‘1’ (or the ego) does not, owing to 
its being overpowered by the quality of darkness (or famas), 
ani owing also to the absence of the experience of external 
objects, distinetly and clearly manifest itself still, because 
the self shines forth (as before) in one and the same contin 
vious form of the +1’ at the time of waking, there is no dise 
‘appearance of the idea of the ego even in deep sleep. Tt hay 
to be stated that the experience which is accepted by you 
dloes also shine forth in that very same form, Asa matter 
‘of fact, no one, who has risen from sleep, introspectively 
realises, as existing simultaneoudy with the condition of 
sleep, any experience which ix of the following form, name 
ly, 11 who am (pure) consciousness which is free from the 
notion of the ego, and the nature of which is hostile to all 
other things, have (all this while) remained as a witness of 
we.” The introspective realisation of one who has 
from sleep is, indeed, to the effect—I have slept 
By means of this process of introspective realisa- 
tion, it is made out that even at that time (i. e. daring 
sleep) the self, which is the thing ‘I’, possesses the quality 
of being the enjoyer of happiness as well as the quality of 
being the knower. It should not be urged that the realisa 
tion is simply to the effect—“1 -o slept then as to feel 
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happy now”; because that realisation ix not at all ofsuch a 
form. Moreover, (it may be said that) a person who has 
risen from sleep realises by introspection the very thing 
which was experienced (by him) before, and then observes 
-—'This was done by me’, ‘This was experienced by me,’ 
and that, therefore, it is not right to think 
ity of being the enjoyer of happiness cannot 
be consistently applied to the ego, on account of the 
impermanent character of this ego which is the self, But 
if it be said (in reply) that be also realises by introspection 
All this while (during my sleep) I knew nothing at all, 
(we ask) —*What (lollows) then’? Ifit be said that ‘nothing 
all’ means (here) the negation of all things, it is replied 
that it can not be x0, for the reason that the thing ‘TI,’ the 
knower, must continue to persist when one can say ‘I 
knew,’ (even though his knowledge relates to nothing), In 
fact, this negation here relates only to. knowable objects, 
If the negation by means of the word ‘nothing’ here 
relates to the entire totality of things, then that experience 
also, which i admitted by you (to be existent during 
sleep), will have to be denied. Now (it is held that) the self, 
which is the knower, and constitutes the thing ‘I’ whieh is 
continuously existent even during sleeps (first) introspect 
ively realised as the ‘1’ (or the ego); and that that (ego) 
is then denied by means of the cognition —I knew nothing 
‘at all!’ Thus, this same introspective realisation —‘T knew 
nothing at all.'—is made to prove the reality of that know- 
ledge which is, however, denied to exist at that.time of 
sleep), and (to prove) also the unreality of the thing ‘I’, 
which is the knower and is continuously existent ; and let 
such a thing as this be proved only to the gods (who do not 
reply to arguments and criticism). 
If it be said that when one observes—"T-did not know 


httpacharya.org 


96 Sr 


Baxsnya. (Chap. 2, Parl. 1. 


even myself (in sleep), the continued existence of the thing 
‘1! also is not then apprehended, it is replied that you—the 
parvapakshins—do not know even the contradiction (thus 
arising) between your own experience and your own de- 
scription (of it), Indeed, this experience and its description 
are to the effect—‘I did not know myself’ If it be ask- 
ced what it is that is negated in the word ‘myself’ it would 
be indeed a pertinent question put by you. It ix thus 
answered, It is not the esential reality of the continued 
persistence of the thing ‘I’, which is the knower, that ix 
denied (here). But (what is denied is) that the thing 1" 
which is, at the time of waking, made out to have been 
continuously existent, is characterised by caste, and the 
various stages of life, &e. When it is said T did not know 
myself, the real import (of that utterance) has to. be 
distinctly ascertained. ‘The import of that particular portion 
(of the sentence) which is denoted by ‘ myself" is the thing 
“1 which is characterised by such peculiarities of caste &c,, 
as are continuously applied to it in the condition of wake- 
fulness, ‘The import of that (other) portion (of the xent- 
ence) which is denoted by ‘1’ is the ego, which is well 
known to exist in the condition of self-absorption ax alto- 
gether consisting of indistinct sel-experience, ‘The form 
of this experience is indeed to this effect, viz. ‘I did not 
know even ‘myself, ax being asleep, and as possesing a 
particular nature.’ 

Moreover, your position®® indeed is this, that, in deep 
sleep, the self exists as the witness of ignorance. To be a 
witness is certainly the same as to be a direct knower; 
and one who does not know cannot at all possess the 
character of a witness. In the scripture as well as in the 
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world, itis the knower alone that is spoken of as the 
witness, Mere knowledge is not (the witnes), The vene- 
rable Panini also declares thus:—“The word witness is an 
appellative term and means the person who directly sees.” 
[Panini V. 2.91]. The word witness is used always in 
the sense of one who knows, And this aforesaid witness, 
who is realised when one says ‘I know,’ is undoubtedly 
the thing ‘I’ ; and it being so, how can the thing ‘I' be not 
known to exist then (i.e, during deep sleep)? Therefore, 
it is a settled conclusion that the thing ‘1', being luminous 
to itself, shines forth invariably as the ‘I’; and so, even in 
sleep and other stich states, the self is luminous and un- 
doubtedly shines forth as the exo. 

Again what has been stated®? to the effect that in the 
state of final release the thing ‘I’ does not continue to 
persist—this (also) is not good. fit donot (so persist), then 
final release would, in other words, come to mean the enun- 
ciation of the destruction of the self, Moreover, the thing 
‘1’ isno mere attribute, so that, even after its cessation, the 
esential entity may remain, as it does in the case of the 
removal of ignorance, On the contrary, the thing ‘I' is it- 
self the self; and intelligence is its attribute ; because intelli- 
gence is, indeed, apprehended to be the attribute of the thing 
‘1’ in the cognitions ‘I know’, and ‘Knowledge hax come 
to me.’ Further, he who considers the self to be alflicted 
with the adhyatmikat? and other miseries, saying—I am 
sorrowful,’ and in whom the desire for final release is born 
to the effect (of making him feel)‘How may I become 
tranquilled and devoid of sorrow, setting aside the whole of 
misery, so that it may never occur again tome,’—such a man 
alone strives for the attainment of that (release). Should 
he, however, come to think~I shall be no more, if I utilise 
| Bt. Vide saga p. 53. G2. Vide migra p. 4:0. 12, 
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‘the means (ior the attainment of release),—he would flee 
away from even the semblance of any discussion bearing 
upon the topic of final release ; and then the whole science 
treating of final release would, (through want of scope), 
become unauthoritative, because there would be none at 
all having the needed qualification (for the attainment of 
final release). Tt may be said that that mere luminousness 
alone, which is indicated by the word ‘I’, remains in the 
state of final release ; but then of what use is it? No one, 
Whose actions are based upon right understanding, will 
1 attempt (to obtain final release) with the 

even though his ego ceases to exist, 
his mere luminousness remains. ‘Therefore 
the thing ‘I’ itself, which is made out to be the knower, is the 
subjectiveself, And this subjective self, even in the state of 
final release, shines indeed ax the ‘1', because it is luminous 
to itself, Whatever is Iuminons to itself, that always 
shines forth as the ‘I’, ‘Thus, for instance, the self, which 
is subject to the round of births and deaths, is admitted by. 
doth the contending parties to be possessed of such Iumi- 
nousness. Whatever does not shine forth as the ‘I’, that is 
ot luminous to itself like jars and other similar objects, for 
instance, ‘This elf in the state of final emancipation is 
luminoss to itself. ‘Therefore it (viz, the self) shines forth 
always ay the ‘I’, Ignorance, transmigration, &c., cannot 
bbe tid to result to that (released self), in eonsequence of 
its thus shining forth as the +’, because they (viz. ignor 
ance, transmigration, &c,,) are opposed to. the condition 
of final release, and because also, the notion of the ‘T” ix 
not the cause of ignorance and suel other things, Tgnor- 
ance, indeed, is either not to know a thing as it is, or to 
know it other than as it is, or to know it as contrary to 
whatitis, ‘The essential nature of the self consists, indeed, 
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in being the ‘I’; and so the notion of the ‘I', which is of 
the nature of the knowledge of the self itself, cannot 
‘cause ignorance ; and how can it cause the condition of 
transmigration ? On the contrary that (notion of the ‘1'), 
being opposed to it (viz. ignorance), certainly destroys 
it, (The subjective self shines indeed as the ‘1’ even in 
the state of final release), also because the experience of 
that self is seen to have been altogether in the form of the 
+1',in the case of Vamadeva and others who had their 
ignorance destroyed in its entirety by means of the direct, 
realisation of the Brahman as constituting the Self of all. Tt 
is, indeed, heard declared in the scripture to the following 
effect: After seeing this (Brakman), the sage Vamadeva 
experienced—I have become Manu and the sun alyo,” (By 
" (Ath. Up. 
The Highest Brakman, who is not ignorant of any 
thing which is distinct (from Himself), and who ix denoted 
altogether by the import of the word ‘Sat ' (i.e, existence), 
is also («cen to be) accustomed to the same usage (of per- 
sonality) in the following scriptural passages :—“Indeed, 
I (will enter) these three deities.” (Chand. Up. V1. 3. 2.) 
“May I become manitold and be born,” [hhand, Up. 
“He thought—May I create the worlds." 
(Ait, Up. 1.1.) Again that same (association of person- 

ality with the Highest Bralman) may be seen in the 

following and other pa-sages also :—“ Because I transcend 

the destructible and am also superior to the indestructible, 

therefore, Iam known-as the Highest Person, both in the 

world and in the scripture.” (8. G. XV, 28); “Tam 

the Self, O Gudaketa.”«° [B.G.X. 20); “It is not that I 

did never exist.” [B. G. 11. 12.]; “Iam the source as well 

as the end of the whole world.” [. G. VIL 6.]. Tam the 
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; everything goes forth from Me." [B. G. 
“Tam their deliverer from the deadly ocean of the circuit 
of mundane existence.” [B. G. XIL. 7.]; “I am the seed- 
giving father.” [B. G. XIV. 4.}; “1 know the past things.” 
[B. G, VIL, 26.). 

Tt may, however, be wked—“If the ‘1’ constitutes 
the self, then, how is it that the principle of egoity is 
declared by the Lord to be among the things that go to 
make up the material embodiment (or Asfutra of the 
individual self) as in the following passage :—' The great 
elements, the principle of egoity, the duddki_ or the princi- 
ple known as mahat, the pragrit......(all these thrown 
Logether have been declared to make up this changeful 
material embodiment)?" [B. G, XII. 5.J. It is thus said 
(in reply to this):—In all declarations regarding (His) essen- 
tial nature, the teaching is given (by Him only in the first 
person) as ‘1, and the esential nature of the self is also 
apprehended in that very same form (viz, as the ‘I’ or the 
‘ego); therefore, the true nature of the subjective self is surely 
in the form of the ‘I’, It is, indeed, declared by the Lord 
Himself that the principle of egoity, which is one of the 
various modifications of the frakriti, ix included among 
the things that go to make up this material embodiment, 
And it is called the principle of egoity (or ahankara) 
becatse it forms the cause of the imposition of the idea of ” 
the ego upon the body, which is other than the self. And 
again the etymology of this word ahathara (which means 


that the affix termed choi has become applicable here on 
account of (our) assuming as really existing what does not 
30 exist, Moreover, this same ahatAara, which (often) forms 
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the cause of disesteem in regard to men of position, and 
is otherwise named pride, is often declared in the scripture 
to be worthy of rejection, ¢ Therefore such idea of egoity 
as is not stultified by any thing is directly within the pro- 
vince of the self itself. ‘That other idea of egoity, which is 
within the province of the body, is certainly ignorance, 
To the same effect it has been declared by the reverend 
Pardgara (also):—“C thou, worthy son of thy family, listen 
also to the teaching. regarding the true nature of ignorance 
ais well. It is the imposition of the idea of the self on that 
which is no self,” [V. 2. VL. 7. 10.) If mere consciousness 
‘lone constitute the self, then, the body which is not the 
elf, but which is, (nevertheless), mistaken for the +elf, 
would illusorily appear as mere consciousness, but not 
appear as the knower. Therefore, the thing ‘1’, which is 
the knower, is alone the self, It has been taught:—“Thus, 
the self which is the knower shines forth as the ‘I, because 
it can be so established by direct perception, and becauise 
the aforesaid arguments and scriptural texts are applicable 
s0 to prove it, and because also ignorance cannot (really) 
the associated with it To the same effect 


y; and is self-evident, It is 
|-pervading, different in each body, and happy in 
(." (A. S.] To be self-evident is to be self-luminous ; 
to be all-pervading is to possess the power of getting into 
the inside of all inanimate things by reason of its own 
extreme subtlety. 

Tt has been stated ¢# that sense-perception, which emi- 
braces all distinctions, is grounded upon error and is, in con~ 
sequence, liable to give rise to false knowledge ; and that 


6. Vide 2 
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therefore it is apt to be stultified by scripture. Here, it has 
to be questioned what this error is, grounded whereon, 
perception becomes capable of giving rise to false knowledge. 
Ifit be replied thatthe beginninglessly old innate impression 
of distinctions itself is, indeed, the caure of error, then it is 
asked whether it has been already ascertained elsewhere that 
this inmate impression of distinctions posesses, like ‘dark- 
ness',6? &c, the character of being the cause of (our) appre 
hending things as being other than what they really are, If 
itbe said again that this is made out by that same (afore- 
~id) scriptural stultification (of perception), it; is replied 
that it cannot beso, for the reason that the logical fallacy’ 
of reciprocal dependence would thereby result (in the 
following manner), When it is settled that scripture 
ives rise to the knowledge of that thing which is devoid 
of all attributes, then (alone) is it demonstrable that the 
innate impression of distinctions forms the misguiding cause 
of error (in relation to perception); and again, when the 
innate impression of distinctions is proved to be of the 
nature of a misguiding cause of erroneous perception, then 
(alone) is it demonstrable that scripture gives rive to the 
knowledge of that thing which is devoid of all attributes, 
Moreover, if, by being based upon the innate impression of 
distinctions, perception gives rise to such knowledge as ix 
other than the reality, then scripture also, being similarly 
bused thereon, would acquire the same character (of giving 
rive to fale knowledge). It may be urged again that, 
although based upon error, the scripture forms the stultifier 
of perception, in as much as it is the means of that 
knowledge which is destructive of all the distinctions 
apprehended in perception, and is therefore of stronger 
67. Vide ara p. 104. 0.69. where name also of an eye-discase, 
Lis darters texpsingl to be the 
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authority as a criterion‘of truth; if so, itis replied that it can 
not be so, because, when it is known that it (viz. scripture) 
is based upon error, the idea that it is stronger as a criteri- 
on of truth cam serve no purpose. For, when the fear 
caused by the false pereeption of the snake in a real rope 
is found to exist in a man, that fear is not seen to cease even 
after: he is told—'This is no snake, do not be afraid'—by 
another who knows that he is labouring under an illusio 
‘That scripture is based upon error can, however, be thought 
of only at the time of ‘hearing’ it; because reflection,** 
&e,, Consist in practically realising that knowledge of the 
oneness of the Brakman and the self, which is destructive 
of all the distinctions apprehended at the time of ‘hearing. 

Again, by what_means have you come to know what 
the scripture is and how it is incapable of being erroneous, 
while perception is capable of being erroneous? That self 
evident experience (of yours) which is devoid of allattributes 
cxnnot, indeed, give rise tothis knowledge, because it is whol- 
ly objectless and because also it can lend no special support 
to the scripture. Nor does sense-perception (give rise to 
this knowledge), because, being based upon error, it relates 
‘The other means of proof 
(such as inference, &c.,) being themselves based upon that 
(perception), cannot also (give rise to that knowledge). 
Hence, on account of the unavailability of any means of 
proof to establish your own position, there can be no proof 
of the position accepted by you. 

It may, however, be said that we also have to make 
we of (veh) means of proof and (uch) objects of know- 
Jeilge as appertain to the phenomenal world. But what is 
this which you call phenomenal? If it be said that it is 
that which results from first impressions, and is then made 

(68. © Reflection &c." meant relertion and steady meditetion, 
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out to be (really) otherwise when examined by means of 
appropriate reasoning, it is asked in reply, of what use 
that can be. Even though it be accepted as a means of 
proof, it cannot effect what a means of proof has to ac- 
complish, because it is capable of being itself <tultified by 
Appropriate reasoning. 

Again it may be said that, although both scripture and 
perception are based upon ignorance, the objects of percep- 
tion are found to be stultified by, the scripture, while the 
object of the scripture, namely, the Brakman, which is the 
only existence without a second, is not seen to be so stultified 
subsequently; and that, in consequence, the Brahman alone, 
\which is pure experience and devoid of all attributes, is the 
highest reality, ‘To say so is wrong, because whatever is 
based upon error, even though it continues unstultified, ean 
be demonstrated to possess the character of unreality. 
What is said is this: AN thoxe men, for instance, who are 
affected by ‘imira®, who do not know that they are them- 
selves «0 affected by timira, who dwell in such mountain 
caves as are inaccessible to other men, and who are free 


fon Timira corsmonly menor datk- and invades the thin coat of the e 
ness and is here wed 10 denote iceomes to be koown as Aivhe, 

vtviously 9 diene of the eye. In thie disease the eye is always directed 
the Sthfakeljodrwnoe of RajR REdbE- upwards, and the vision is hazy and 
Kinin Deva. it is said that thiedie- often coloured ; faces appear noteless, 
eve iielf fs called *darkmess’ te- single objects appear multiplied, aud 
came it darkens vision. According straight objects appear crooked, &., 
to Vibhats who jn quoted here, this Se. When Afvhs grows, it leads t0 
disease affects the fourth eoat of the blindness. On pages 16 & 102,we have 
‘eye, obstructs vision jm all directions, tranelated mira a3 darkacts, so that 
and finally cuss blindoess. In this it may mean either the ordinary dark- 
disease, jt it said, that single objects ness resulting from want of light, or 
appear double or multiple, and that the eye-diceate known as aardurct, 
short objects appear long and wie 
writ, Ken he. We the disease grows 
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from all other causes of error in vision, such as the eye-disease 
hacha, &c., have without distinction, the perception of two 
moons (when there is only one in reality), as they are all 
equally subject to that misguiding cause (of false perception) 
which is known as éimzra ; here, there ix no apprehension of 
¥¥ stultifier (of such a perception), and (yet) it cannos for 
that reason be other than false; accordingly, the modn’s 
Auality, which forms the object of that (perception), is also 
undoubtedly false, Indeed, an error-producer is that which is 
the cause of false knowledge. In this same manner, the 
knowledge of the Brahman, although free from the notion 
of any thing that may stultify it, has to be undoubtedly 
false; and with it, its object, which is the Brahman, (lias 
also to be false); because that (knowledge) is (held to be) 
baved upon ignorance. And the forms of the syllogistic 
statement in this connection would be as follow :—(i). 
‘The Brakman which is (now) the subject of discussion 
(between us) is unreal, because it is the object of the 
knowledge which is produced in one who is possessed of 
ignorance ; as, for example, the phenomenal world, (ii). 
The Brahman is false, because it is the object of know- 
ledge (or experience); as, for example, the phenomenal 
world. (ii). The Brahman is unreal, because it is the 
object of that knowledge which is produced by false 
causes; a4, for example, that same phenomenal world. 
Moreover, it should not be urged that the unreal per- 
ception of elephants and other objects arising in dreams do 
form the cause of the attainment of real good and evil (in 
life); and that itis not opposed to reason to hold that, simi- 
larly, the scripture, which, being based upon ignorance, is 
unreal, forms the means for the attainment of the object 
which is known as Brahman and constitutes the highest 
reality : because the cognition arising in dreams is not at all 
4 
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of an unreal nature. Indeed, here (in dreams), there is 
unreality only in relation to the objects (perceived therein), 
because stultification is seen only in relation to them, but 
not in relation to the perception itself, Surely there is not 
bom in any one the belief that will make him feel— That 
conscious state itself which was experienced by me during 
dreams is non-existent.” Asa matter of fact, the idea of 
stultification here is in the form—'The conscious state is 
existent, but the objects (thereof) are non-existent,” 

‘That knowledge which consists of illusions, and is cansed 
by the incantations (mantras) and medicinal herbs, &¢., of 
the enchanter, is quite real and forms also the cause of love 
and fear; because, in this case also, the knowledge (or the 
conseious state so produced) remains unstultified, ‘That 
perception of the snake, &c, which is imposed upon the 
rope, &e,, and is produced by means of the misguiding 
causes relating to the objects of perception and the perceiy~ 
ing senses, &c.,—that is also truly existent and forms the 
catve of fear and other emotions. ‘The impression resulting 
from the proximity of the snake to one’s self, to the effect 
that one has been bitten (by it), even when not so bitten, — 
this also is undoubtedly real, The idea giving rise to a 
icion of poisoning isalso certainly real, and forms 
the cause of death. The reflected appearance of the fnce, &c., 
in water, &c, isa really existing thing, and forms the 
means of ascertaining the particular characteristics found in 
the face which is a really existing thing. The reality of 
these various states of conscioumess is conclusively estab- 
lished, in as much as they have an origin, and also form 
the causes of actions which are determined by motives. 
IC it be asked, how, even in the absence of the elephant 
and other objects (perceived in dreams), the forms of cog- 
nition relating to them can be real, we reply that that 
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(question itself) is not right ; because these forms of cogni- 
tion merely require, as a rule, some object (whether it be 
real or unreal) to depend upon, and to relate to. For, what 
is required to make a thing the basis and the object of any 
cognition, is merely the manifestation of that thing (to 
consciousness) ; and there certainly does exist such a mani- 
festation under the influence of the misguiding cause 
(which is productive of such manifestation), However, 
that (thing which is so made manifest to consciousness), is, 
when stultified, conclusively proved to be unreal. And it 
has been already declared that that cognition which conti- 
nules unstultified relates certainly to the realit 

Further, in the case also of the apprehension of the 
sounds of letters by means of (the corresponding) written 
signs, there is no cognition of the real by means of the un- 
real, because the written sign itself is really existent, To 
this, it may be objected that the sign is taken to be of the 
same nature as the sound, and is thus the cause of the 
cognition of the sound here, but that its identity in nature 
with the sound is unreal. This is not +0; because the unreal 
(or non-existent) nature of the identity (of the sign) with 
the sound cannot form the means (of producing such a 
cognition). Indeed, it is not seen, nor is it possible, that 
what does not exist, and is not cognisable, can form the 
means (of proving any thing). Again, it may be said that 
the imposition of the idea of the alphabetic sound on that 
(written ign) is the cause (of the apprehension of the sound 
with the help of the sign). If it be so held, then, there 
would not be here, (as you contend), the cognition of the 
real by means of the unreal, simply because that (super- 
imposed) idea is (itself) real. Moreover, there would then 
result also the oneness of the means of proof with the 
object to be proved, because both of them pose the same 
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character of being the cognition of alphabetic sound. And 
again, if'a written sign forms the means (for the cognition 
of an alphabetic sound), by reason of its supposititious and. 
unreal identity in nature with that sound, then it is easy 
enough for any one sign to be so supposititiously and un- 
really identical in nature with all the alphabetic sound: 
and thus there will have to result the cognition of all the 
alphabetic sounds by looking at-any one written sign of 
a letter, ‘Then again, it may be said that, just as there is 
the convention of using ‘Devadatta’ and other nominal 
words in relation to particular masses of matter, so also, 
there is the convention of associating a particular sound, 
Which is pereeivable by the ear, with a particular written 
sign, which i perceivable by the eye; and that, conse- 
quontly, a particular written sign is the cause of the 
cognition of a particular alphabetic sound, Well then, 
there is, in that case, the cognition of the real by means 
of the teal, because both the written sign and the (phonet- 
ie) convention are of a real nature, The cognition of the 
real wild ox by means of the written outline of the wild ox 
is founded upon similarity, and this similarity is itself real, 
Again, there is no cognition of the real by means of the 
unreal, even in the case where, by means of particular 
phonetic differentiations, the one undifferentiated sound 
(known as sfhofa) 7? is seen to become the means of 
apprehending a variety of meanings; because this one un- 
differentiated sound is revealed by numerous phonetic 


jo. This is what is known as the expressed by sounds are traceable to 
‘phate of the grammattans, according that one eternal sound. The Piirse- 
to whom, this Soluce which i eternal mrmiinn# alao ascribes eternity to all 
is ‘the emive of the manifestation of Vadiesounds. Vide Pr, Aftm, 1. t. 
all sounds, and sa they hold that all 5 1023. Vide also Mana. 1. at. & 
the things im the world which are Jai Br. M.a; 4.2. 
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differentiations (or nadas), and forms the cause of the 
origin of the knowledge of a variety of meanings, owing 
to the apprehension of its relation with various meanings, 
according as they are severally revealed by the various 
phonetic differentiations (thereof). It is not also proper to 
hold that sound possesses (at all) the undifferentiated 
character of unity ; because ga and the other phonetic 
elements of language, which undoubtedly import meanings, 
do themselves constitute sound, in as much as they (alone) 
‘are perceived by the ear. 

Therefore, by means of the scripture, which is false, 
it is difficult to arrive at that knowledge the object of 
which is the real Brahman, 

An objection may, however, be raised against this 
conclusion to the following effect :—The scripture ix not 
false, in the same way in which the flowers imagined to 
grow in the sky (are false); because it ix made out to be a 
real entity (or saf) before the knowledge of non-<duality (is 
bom). Indeed, it is only after the knowledge of the truth 
is born, that the scripture acquires the character of being 
untrue, And then it is that the scripture can not form the 
means of knowing the Bralimay, which is pure intelligence 
and is devoid of all distinctions. When it, however, does 
form such a means, then the scripture is really existent, 
for the reason that it is then made out to be =o existent, To 
this objection, it is replied that it cannot be so; because, 
when the scripture does not really exist, to make out that 
it does exist is false, What (follows) then ? Then (follows) 
this:—In consequence of the umreality of the knowledge 
produced by the unreal scripture, there will result unreal- 
ity to the Brahman also which forms the object of that 
(knowledge); in the same way in which, owing to the fals- 
ity of the knowledge of fire inferred by means of aqueous 
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vapour wrongly perceived to be smoke, the fire also which 
forms the object of that (inferential knowledge) is unreal, 
Moreover, the absence of any subsequent stultification (of 
the scriptural knowledge of the Brakman alter it is actual- 
ly produced) is not also proved ; because such stultification 
of that (scriptural knowledge) is really to be found in the 
statement (of some * Buddhists) that nothingness alone 
is the reality. If it be-said that that (statement) is 
based upon illusion, it is replied that it has been already 
declared by you that this (scriptural knowledge) also is 
based upon illusion, Indeed the absence of any. stich 
stultification is to be found only in relation to. that (state- 
ment that nothingness is alone the reality)! We have now 
done with the ridiculing of such ill-founded and fallacious 
reasoning: 

What has been urged? *-by the Parvapakshins—to the 
clfect that Veddnta passages such as “Existence alone, my 
dear child, this was in the beginning"—[Gihand, Up, V1.2. 
1,], and the like, are intended to establish that thing alone 
which is devoid of attributes and is of the uniform nature of 
intelligence, —this (view also) is incorrect ; because in the 
way of proving the proposition 73 that, by knowing a cer- 
tain One Thing, all things become known, it is declared 
that the Highest Brakman, which is denoted by the word 
Sai (or Existence), is the material cause of the world, 
is the efficient cause of the world, is omniscient, omnipot- 
ent, wills the truth, pervades all, supports all, controls all, 
and is characterised by innumerable other auspicious quali 
ties ; and that the whole world has that (Brahman) for its 


71. These are the Madhyamikas ; 
find the statement quoted above is 
also wentioned in the Séidtve spho- 
rows of Kapila, {444 or the purpose wherein this propositoa is given, 
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Soul ; and that, in consequence, the context (wherein the 
above scriptural passage occurs) proceeds to teach Syeta- 
kketu that he is of the same nature as the Brakman thus 
described. Indeed, this subject~is discussed (by us) at 
length in the Vedartha-saagraha *4, In this work also 
(Ved, Sit. 11, t. 15.], in the section treating of the origin of 
the world, this (subject) will be discussed well with great 
clearness. In this passage also, namely,—"“And that is the 
higher (knowledge) by which that Indestructible Being (is 
known)"-[Mund. Up. 1. 1. 5], the evil qualities appertaining 
to matter (or prariti) are first negatived (in relation to the 
Brahman),and then itis declared that the Highest Brahman 
possesses innumerable auspicious qualities such as eternity, 
omnipresence, subtlety, all-pervasiveness, indestructibility 
the quality of being the source of all, omniscience, and so on, 
By means of this passage also, namely,—“The Brahman 
is. Existence, Knowledge, Infinity”—[Taitt. Up. 11. 1. 1.], 
that thing which is devoid of attributes isnot arrived at, be- 
cawe the fact of their (j.c.of Brahman, Existence, Know- 
ledge, and Infinity) being grammatically equated has to be 
under:tood to mean the denotation of some one thing which 
ix characterised by more than one attribute, Indeed, (for 
ids) to be grammatically equated is to import only one 
thing through a variety of significations. Regarding the use 
of these words «0 as to import only one thing, either by signi 
fying those qualities which form the primary and natural 
meaning of the words, ‘Existence,’ ‘Knowledge’, &c,, or 
by denoting the opposite of what is contrary to each of 
those particular qualities, a difference between their signi- 
fications has necessarily to be accepted. Here, however, 


74. Vide pp. 20°10 60, Vadérthe. malichieya and A. K, Vijayaraigha- 
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there is this much of peculiarity. In one case, the words 
have their primary and natural meaning ; and in the 
other, they have a figurative -ignificance. To be opposed 
to what is ignorance, &c, does not surely constitute 
the essential nature of the entity Brahiman; for, (iit did), 
the true nature of (that) Brahman would be fully made out 
by means of only one word, and the use of the other words 
would, in consequence, be meaningless, Moreover, under 
such « circumstance, there will not be any grammatical 
equation between these words, for the (mere) reason that 
those words, all of which denote only one thing, cannot 
ve @ variety of significations, Furthermore, a variety 
‘of qualified conditions results to one and the same thing, 
from a variety of qualifying attributes, and consequently 
the words (in a grammatical equation) acquire a variety of 
meanings; and this is not incompatible with their being 
grammatically equated, because an equation between 
words i, indeed, intended to establish that one and the 
is characterised by more than one attribute, 
Infact, grammarians?® declare that a grammatical equation 
(between words) means that words having a variety’ of 
significations are used so as to import only one thing. 

It has been further urged—by the Pervapakshins—to 
the following effect —In the passage, “One only without 
a second"—[Chhand, Up. V1.2. 1}, the word advitiva 
(which means without @ second) does not admit of (the 
Brahman) veing associated with a second thing even in 
the form of a quality, Hence, according to the rule?® which 
enforces faith in all the recensions of the Vedas, it has to 
75. Vide Kaijyats’s commentary on sysfs under Tinie 2.42, tuna a 
Patanjall's WabER6tkye, iddly- fellows —Bbienapresytdonitack- 
lnihe and also the portion relating — dezve anehasya ishdarya ehaswcin arthe 
te Pain’ 2,42. The definition ofa spr iaetaddhitaranson, 
grimmictewationasgiventy Kai- 76, Vide ape p48. 8 0.32 
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be admitted that the passages which relate to (the Brai- 
man as) the cause of the world, are all intended to estab- 
lish that Thing which i without a second, ‘The defini- 
tion of that Brahman, which is characterised as the cause 
of the world, and is without a second, is given here to this 
effect :—“The Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infini- 
ty." [Taitt. Up. T.1. 1.]. Hence that Brahman, which 
itis intended to define, is certainly devoid of attributes, 
Otherwise, there would be the contradiction of all such 
statements as (declare the Brahman to be) ‘without 
attributes, ‘without taint', [Adh. Uf. 68.], and +0 on, 
To hold so is not appropriate, because the word 
advitiya is intended to establish the possession of won- 
erful powers by the Brahman, who is the material cause 
‘of the universe, by pointing out that there is no other who 
is the ruler thereof and is different from Himself, Similarly, 
the following among other passages, viz. “It thought, may 
become manifold and be born; It created the element 
tejas.’-[Chhand, Up. NI. 2. 3.], also makes known the pos- 
session of such wonderful powers (by the Brahman), Ifitbe 
asked, how by the unqualified statement (that the Brat- 
‘man is) advitiya (or without a second) the negation merely 
of any other cause (than the Brahman) is made out, (it is 
said thus in reply):—The Brahman, whois desirous of creat- 
ing, i« the material cause of the world, as declared in the 


passage—" Existence alone, my dear child, this was in the 
beginning" —[Chhand. Up. VI. 2.1.]. And in accordance 


with the very nature of the production of effects, some 
other cause (than the material one) is also then naturally 
thought of in the mind, and that, consequently, the word 
advitiva negatives only that (other cau). Indeed, if it 
be taken that all things (other than the essential Braitman) 
are negatived (by the use of that word advitiva), eternity 
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and other qualities which are accepted by you, and 
which you desire to establish (in regard to the Brakman), 
would also be thus negatived, In the present. instance, 
the rule #* which enforces faith in all the recensions of the 
Vedas produces results contrary to what you desire; be- 
cause, omniscience and other qualities mentioned in all 
the recensions of the Vedas in relation to what. forms 
the cause of the workd, have, (in accordance with that rule) 
to he brought together here, Hence, it is understood, even 
from the nature of the passages relating to (the Brahman 
ats) the cause of the world, that it is the qualified thing alone 
which is declared in the pasage—"The Brahman is 
Existence, Knowledge, Infinity,” (Tait, Up. U. 1. 1.)- 
Moreover, there does not thus arise any contradiction of 
the passages which describe the Brahman as being free from 
attributes, because these pascages such as, “(He is) without 
attributes.,....without taint" —[Adh, Up. 68], “(He is) 
without parts, without actions, tranquilled "—[Svet, Ui. 
VI. 19.], and others, deal with qualities which appertain to 
prakriti (i.e, nature), and which (therefore) deserve to be 
rejected (in any description of the Brahman), 

‘Those scriptural texts also, which maintain that the 
essential nature of the Braman is pure unqualified intelli- 
nce, declare that that Brazman has, (at the same time), 
the esvential nature ofinteltigence. By this much (it is not 
meant) that pure unqualified intelligence which is devoid 
of attributes is alone the reality ; because he who is the 
knower can alone possess the essential nature of intelligence, 
Indeed, it has been already stated that it is proper for him 
alone who is of the essential nature of intelligence, to 
be the seat of intelligence; analogously to the case of 
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gems, of the sun, of lampflames, &c., (which, being them- 
selves of the nature of the luminous element /ejas, are also 
the seat of luminosity). Indeed, all the scriptural texts 
declare (in relation to the Braman) that He is undoubted- 
ly the knower, 

‘The following and other scriptural passages declare that 
auspicious qualities, like the quality of being the knower, 
aare natural to the Brakman who is Himself of the esential 
nature of intelligence, and also that (the Brahman), is (at 
the same time), destitute of all such qualities as deserve 
to be rejected :— He who understands all and who knows 
all"—[ Mund, Up. 1, 1.9.}; “It thought” [Crhand. Up. 

i “This same deity thought "—[Cihand, Up. 
He thought—may I ereate the worlds"—[Ait, 
Up. 1. 1,); "The Eternal among the eternals, the Intelligent 
among the intelligent, who, though One, fulfils the desires 
of the many § 
“The two unbom, the intelligent and the non-intelligent, 
(are) the Lord and the non-lord"—[Svet, Uf. 1.9.5 “May 
we know that highest adorable God who is the ruler of 
the worlds, who is the greatest Lord being the highest 
of Lords, who is the highest Deity among deities, 
and who is the highest Protector among protectors, 
He has neither the body nor the senses and organs, 
and there is seen neither His equal nor His superior. 
Hik supreme power ix revealed, indeed, as varied, natural, 
and as consisting of knowledge, strength, and action.”— 
[Svet, Up. VI. 7 & 8]; “This Self is devoid of sin, is free 
from old age, free from death, free from sorrow, free from 
‘hunger, free from thirst, and desires the truth and wills the 
truth.’ —[Qjiand, Up. VIEL. t. 5. & VII. 7. 1 &3.J. In 
the portion beginning with ‘devoid of sin’ and ending 
with ‘free from thirst, this (last) pasage negatives (in 
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relation t the Brahman) all evil qualities; and then it 
mentions the auspicious qualities of the Bralunan by 
means of the expressions “desires the truth,” and “ wills 
the truth"; and in itself it (thus) discriminates between 
the meaning of the passages which deal with the Brahman 
‘as unqualified and that of passages which deal with the 
Brakman as qualified, ‘Therefore there is no contradiction 
between the passages which speak of the Brafman as quit- 
lified and again as unqualified, and it can not hence be 
suspected in the least that either (of those two sets of 
passages) depends upon and relates to unrealit; 

‘This scriptural passage (from the Taittiriva-Uipanishad, 
viz, 1.88 9. Anucdkas) * begins by describing the ausp 


78 ‘The taunities here referred torun likewise of the saye who hns a sure 
‘9 follawys—" “Through fear of Inn footing ia the Vader std bs fre ftom 
‘he wind Moms; throggh Yat feor desires. Que hundeed times that 
‘he sun ress ubroogh fear of Hie bse of divine’ Gaudhaevas is the 
Fiend Indra (perform shee duties), unit of the tae of the Piagis who 
al Death runs as the Bib.’ Now, Mave acquired hong-enduring worlds, 
what fllows fs un enquiry into (the and (it is) likewise (dhe unit) of the 
viature of) bllse:—Let there be a sage who bas a sure footing in the 
Young man noble amd well verved i Vala and is free from desives. One 
‘the Vader, very quick and active, frm hundred times that bliss of the Pyle 
sd strong, anu let the whole of this who have acquired long-enduring, 
catthfullof wealth belong to him, uhat worlds fs the unit of the bliss of the 
Ts the nuit of bumnan bis, and like- Devas born ia the world knows is 
wise of the sage wlio has a sure foot- ia, and (its) likewise (the 
fig fo the Tf, (aid has the know- of the Wiss) of the sage who 
ledge of the Bruhmas), and is free sure footing in the Wadas and ix fee 
from desires, Ove hundred times from desires. One brupdeed times 
Huat aman bliss is the unit of the thar bliss of the Devas born in the 
biiseof human’ Gandharvas, and like- world Keown as Axa is the unit of 
wise of the sage who has a sure foot- the bllss of the gods known as 
ing inthe Fedar and is foe from de-  Karmacdesas who have become gods 
sires: One hundred times tnat bis (Devas) through (the performance of 
of human’ Gandharvas isthe wait Of wacfifical) sets, and Gt is) Rhewise 
the bs of livine’ Gandtarras and (the unit) of the sage who ay a sure 
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cious qualities of the Brahman, saying “Through fear of Him, 
the wind blows"; then it speaks of the unsurpassable bliss of 
the Ashetrajaa (or the soul), in a regular order of increasing 
succession, saying — That which is a hundred times, 
and then it declares with very great regard the infinitude 
of the auspicious qualities of the Brahman, saying—"Who- 
ever knows the bliss of that Brakman, without being able 
to attain whom speech retumns with the mind, &c." 

‘The passage which makes known the result of the 
worship of the Brahman,viz, Soinule sarvan kaman saha 
Brahmaua vipaschita—[Taitt, Up. W.°1.1.), speaks also 
of the infinitude of the qualities possessed by the Highest 
Brahman who is intelligent. (The prose order of this sentence 
nuns thus)—Vifaschité Brahmand saha sarvan kaman 
samainute. ‘The word kama is derived from the root kam to 


fevting. in the Fader oom footing i the Vile od iy tree. Sonn 
Aesives. One unre aves thot desires, One uulred times that 
bilssof the gous Known a» Arm tise of Prajdpati is the unit of the 
svat in Ube unit of the bliss of the bliss of the Brathan, and likewise 
(original Devas (Qo whom aloe sacri ofthe sage who sw sre footing. in 
fey are offered) and (it i) likewise che Vedas and is fee from deste, Ite 
(he unit) oF the sage who has a sure who isin the xrwcha and. He who fx 
footing in the Vadarand is free from  aliointhesun, (Hoth) areone and the 
desires, One hundred times that sine Being. He who knows this, after 
Dis of the original) Devas is the depsrting rom this world reaches the 
nit of he bles of Ura, and Wke- Self which consists of ood,’ reaches 
vise of the sage who has a sure the Self which comnts of wiality, 
Tooting jn the Volar and is free froma reaches the Self which consists of 
Aesires: One hundred times that mind, reaches the Self which con- 
bes of nda fs the unit of the bss sists of understanding, and reaches 
of Brihaspati and likewise of the sage Gay) the Seif which consists of 
‘who has a sure footing in the Vader ti. Accondingly, the following slabs 
snd is fee from desires. One bund- ts given :—Whoever knows the biss 
red times that bliss of Brikaspati is of the Brahman, swithout being able 
the tof the bles wf Prati ant koatsin whom speech returns with 
likewice of the sage why has a swe the miad, he need not fear anything.” 
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covet and means that which is covetable, 7 ¢, auspicious 
qualities, ‘The meaning (of the passage accordingly) is that 
he (the successtil worshipper) attains along with the (intelli- 
gent) Brakman all those (auspicious) qualities, The word 
‘with '7® (is used) to bring out prominently the (possession 
of) qualities (by the Brahman), as it is brought out in con- 
nection with the Dakara-vidya®® viz. “What exists within 
mall space inside the heart), that has to be sought 
[Cohand, Up. NU. 1. 1.). That, berween wore 
and its result, there is a similarity of nature, is proved 
conclusively by the seriptural passage which says—“ Of 
whatever nature a man’s worship is in this world, of that 
same nature that man becomes after death.” [Giviand, 
Cp Mh ag. 0). 
If it be said that by means of the passage— He who 
i of opinion (that the Brakman) is unknown,—to him (the 
Brahman) is know to those who know well, (He) 
is unknown” —[Ken, © , the Brahman is declared 
to form no object of knowledge, it is replied that in suc 
4 case there ought not to be any teaching to the effect that 
final release results from knowledge, as (it ix found declared) 
in the following passages :— He who knows the Bralinan 
attains the Highet"-[ Zaitt, Up. 1.1.], “He who knows 
the Bralman becomes the Brahman indeed "—[ Mung. Up. 
III, 2. 9.]- The scriptural passage— Whoever knows the 
Brahman as non-existent, he becomes non-existent indeed, 


70, Vide Pie, M3. 49, medicated upon is declared in the con- 

0, Dabare-vied is that vided or text to be the *Self who is devoid of 
form of worshipping the Supreme sin, is fre from oli age, fre fom 
Brakmae, which consists in medi- death, free from sorrow, fee from 
tating on Hiss as uwelling im the hunger, free feom thirst, and desires 
small etheral space within the hestt, the eeu and wills the truth.’ Vide 
Inconbection with this wifn# or form aie3 A Nr. X, 7. N 
of worship, the Brakorae whohas tobe 
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Whoever knows the Brakman as existent, him, therefore, 
they know as existing "—[Tautt, Up. 11, 6, 1.]—speaks of 
the destruction of the self and the continuance of the selfas 
resulting (respectively) from the non-existence and the exist- 
ence of that knowledge the object of which is the Bralimay, 
‘Therefore all the scriptural texts enjoin only that knowledge 
which relates to the Braman, for the purpose of attain- 
ing final release. And the knowledge (+o enjoined) is of 
the nature of worship, and it has been already’ stated that 
the object of such worship is the rahman who is possessed 
of attributes, In the passage— Without being able to ats 
tain Him, speech returns with the mind "—[Taitt, Up. 11. 
9, 1J—it is declared that the Brahman is infinite, is 
possessed of innumerable attributes, and is incapable of 
being measured by speech and mind ax possessing any defi- 
nite magnitude ; and then it is said of those, who suppose 
that they have any definite knowledge of the Brahman to 
the effect that the Brakman is of such and such magni- 
tude, that they do not know the Brafman well and have 
no correct opinion (of the Brahman), because the Brahman 
is immensurable. Otherwise, in the passage" He who 
is of opinion that (the Brakman) is unknown—to him (the 
Brahman) is know'..s...sto those who know well, (He) is 
unknown.”-[Aen. Up. I. 3.}, the statement about (the 
Brahman) being rightly made out and (the Brahman) ve- 
ing well known would meet with contradiction in that very 
same context. 

It has been stated* —by the Parrapatshins—that the 
scriptural passage—“(Thou halt) not (see) the seer of the 
sight, nor (think) the thinker of the thought.” [Brih. Up. 
IIL, 4, 2.], negatives the seer and the knower as distinct 
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from sight and knowledge. This (objection) is invatidated by 
understanding that what the passage teaches is as follows: 
“Understand that it is only fallacious reasoning which arrives 
at the conclusion that the knower has the essential nature 
of ignorance, on the ground that his quality of sentiency 
isof an accidental character ; and then, do not look upon, 
‘and do not think of, the self as such (in reality), but look 
upon the self, who is the seer and the knower, as being 
also surely of the nature of sight and knowledge.” Or the 
‘meaning of the passage is this :—“Set aside the individual 
self who is the seer of sight and the knower of knowledge 
and then worship the Highest Self alone who is the Soul 
Within all beings.” Otherwise, there will be the contradic 
ion of the following and other scriptural passages (relating 
to the Brahman) as the knower ;~— My dear one, by what 
means has one to know the knower?” [Brik, Up. Uy 
4e Nye) 

What hasbeen urged**by the Parvapakshins—to the 
effect that from the passage—The Braliman ix bliss.” 
[Taitt, Up I. 6, 1.), the essential nature of the Braman 
is (made out to be) pure bliss,—that ix met by saying 
that this passage declares the esential nature of the 
Brahman, who is the seat of knowledge, to be knowledge 
(itself), Indeed, that conscious state which is agreeable 
is said to be bliss. ‘The meaning of the scriptural pascage — 
“The Brahman is intelligence, bliss" —[Brih. Up. 11. 9. 
is that that state of consciousness which is of the nature 
of bliss is alone the Brahman. Hence, also, results: that 
uniform homogeneity of nature (in relation to the Bra/iman) 
which is adyocated by you. It has been already stated 
that, in regard to this Braviman, the true nature of which 
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is intelligence itself, the quality of being the knower also 
is undoubtedly established by hundreds of scriptural texts, 


In the same manner, by means of these distinct state- 


mentsalso--"That is the unit of the bliss of the Brana 
[Zaitt, Up. IL 8. 13.], and“ Whoever knows the bliss of the 
Brahman, &e.,’—(Tailt. Up. UL. 9. 1.), (it is established 
that) the Brahman is not mere bliss, but ix the blissful 
One. ‘To be the Knower isyindeed, to be the blissful One. 

Again, it has been affirmed*® that the negation of dis- 
tinetions (in regard to the Brahman) is asserted in various 
ways in the following passages =—“ But where there is 
Auality, as it were,"—[Byih. Up. UL. 4.14. & IV. 5. 13:05 
“There is nothing here that is many and varied, He 
who sees this world, as though it were manifold, obtains 
death from death.’—(Byih, Up. WV. 4. 19. & Kath. 
Up WV. 10); But where to one all thie becomes 
the Self, there who shall see whom by what 
[Brih. Up. Ue 4. 14. & IV, 5. 15.). This (objection) is 
invalidated when it is made out that the whole universe, 
which is the effect of the Braman and has that (Brahman) 
for its internal ruler, is one with (the Brakiman Himself) 
in as much as it has that (Brahman) for its Self, and that 
the manifoldness contrary to that (oneness) is what is 
nogatived in those (passages) ; but that other manifoldness 
of the Brahman which is grounded upon His volition 
to be born as many, in accordance with the scriptural 
passige—" May I become manifold and be born" —[Taitt 
Up UW. 6 1, & Chand. Up. V1.2. 33], and which (mani- 
foldness) is (again) well established by the scripture,—that 
iy not negatived. If it be said that, by reason of the 
negation of manifoldness, all this (scriptural authority’) 
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relates to things which are unreal; then it is replied that it 
is not so; because, alter preilicating in relation to the 
Brahman such manifoldnes as cannot be made out by per 
ception and all the other means of proof, and as is difficult of 
realisation, to say that that same thing (viz, manifoldnes) 
is negatived (in relation to the Brahman) this is indeed 
matter for laughter. 

Tehas been stated®* that in accordance with the passage 

“ For, whenever he perceives in Him even the smallest 
distinction, then there is fear for him" (ailt. Up. UL. 7. 
mes to him who sees manifoldness in the Bra/i- 
man, ‘This is wrong ; because the continued meditation 
of the manifoldness of that (Brahman) is taught to be the 
ineans of tranquillity in the following passage: “Let a man 
meditate, having been tranquilled by the knowledge ‘All 
this indeed js the Brakman; all this is born in It, is absorbed 
into It, and lives in Tt!” [Chhand, Up. TIL, 14.1.]. Accord 
ingly, here (in this passage), tranquillity is taught to. result 
from the continued meditation of the fact that it (viz the 
world) has that (Brahmari) for its Self, in as much as the 
work of creation, preservation, and destruction proceed from 
Him in regard to the whole world. ‘Therefore, the conti- 
hued meditation of the fact that the world which is full of 
ifferentiations owing to the varieties of gods, animals, 
men, immoveable objects, and other things that are (all) 
veally existent (therein), has the Brakman for its Self, 
forms the cause of tranquillity ; and is hence the cause of 
the attainment of fearlessness; and <0 there can be no room 
to suppose that it (viz, such meditation) forms the cause 
ofany fear. Ifso, it may be asked, why it is declared - 
“Then there is fear for him.” [Taitt, U7. U1.7.1.]. To this 
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it is replied thus :—When that support in the Brahman 
which, in the passage— For, indeed, when he obtains 
fearless support in that which is invisible, incorporeal, 
indefinable, homeless, then he obtains fearlesness."— 
[Taitt. UpcM1.7. 1.], is declared to be the cause of feasless- 
ness, is interrupted, then there results fear, To the sume 
effect itis declared by the great sages in the following 
and other passages :—“If Vasudeva is not meditated upon 
(at least) for the short interval of a muhairia*? or even 
fora mere moment, that is loss, that is great weakness, 
that is illusion, and that is unnatural activity."*€ The (word) 
antara (which is in the first passage quoted above) means 
breach of continuity in the meditation that has its support 
in the Brahman, and is indeed its interruption.** 

Tt has been urged ** that, in the aphorian begin« 
ning with—“Not even on account of the peculiarity of 
situation "—[ Ved. Sat. TI. 2.11.], he (the Sitrakara) men= 


85: A Alkiieta bs one-shirtieth port 87. The passage from the Zine 
ob a day 4 a period of 48 minutes, yweCipemivaad (HL. 7. 2.), whieh, ae 
‘day beng equal to 24 hours. Ieis eonling 10 the advevitiny, negatives 
however wied to denote any short —msolfoldnes in relation to the dru 
space of time, man is iwuerpreted Iy then hve -— 
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tions the Bratman to be devoid of all attributes, ‘This is 
not so; because there he speaks of the Braman as being 
undoubtedly possessed of attributes, And it has been said 
that in the aphorism beginning with—“But it is a mere 
3 the objects experienced in 
¢ declared to be mere illusions, because 
h are experienced in 
cetul state, But therein, he (the Swérakara) sys 
140, like the objects experienced in the wakeful 
possess the characteristic 
Whit tay been aserted *° to the eect that, in the 


“Whoever knows Me as the unbom, a 
ningless, as the great Lord of the world 
“AML beings abide in Me and 1 do not 
And the beings do not al 
sovereign glory” and power. 
1 do not abide in beings. 
cause of all beings.” 


this (creation) is strong 
on a thread.” [2, G. VIL. “stand support- 
ing the whole world by a small part (of my power).” 
[B. GX. 42,). “The Highest Person is another ; and He 
ie called the Highest Self who, having entered the three 
worlds as the Imperishable Lord, supports (them), 

cause I transcend the destructible and am also superior to 
the indestructible, therefore am I celebrated in the world 
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and in the Vedas as the Highest Person.” (2. G. XV.17- 
& 18]. “O sage! He (viz, the Lord) transcends the 
prabgiti®® (which forms the natural and material founda- 
tion) of all beings, (transcends) all its modifications,9™ all 
the blemishes (arising out) of its qualities. He, who is 
the Self of all, has passed be y Him is 
pervaded all that is within the inside of the universe, He 
is of that nature which is characterised by all the auspicions 
qualities ; He has, by a small part of His own powers, 
held up the whole creation; He astimes at His will any 
desirable and worthy form, and He hits accomplished the 
ood of the whole world, He is the one collection of 
splendour, strength, sovereignty, great powers of know- 
ledge, excellent heroism, and other such qualities, He is 
high among the highest, and in Him, who is the Lord of the 
higher and the lower, are never found the alllctions and all 
other such undesirable things, He is the Lord in the 
individual form and also in the fonn of the totality ; 
He has an unmanifest nature and also a manifest nature, 
He is the Lord of all, the Seer of all, the Knower of all, 
He posesses all powers, and is known as the highest 
Lord, ‘That, by means of which that Brakman who is 
devoid of all evil, pure, high, devoid of all blemishes 
and is of one form, is either seen or attained—that 
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is called knowledge and all else (is called) ignorance,” 
[M. P. VL. 5. 82 to 87]. “O Maitreya! The word 
Bhagavat (Divine Lord,) is wed to denote the High- 
est Brahman who is pure and is well known as the pox 
sewor of great sovereignty, and is the canse of all cat 
The syllable dha ix associated with two meanings, 
. that He makes all materials ready. (for creation), andl 
thit He is the upholder. Similarly, the meaning of the 
syllable a, O sage, is, that He is the leader (i, . the p 
server), the destroyer, and the creator. Bhaga (whic 
nade up of these two syllables) is an affirmation (in rel 
tion to Him) of the (following) six (qualities) in their en- 
namely, sovereignty renown, glory, know- 
ledge and dispassion. | yllable va is to 
the effect that all beings abide in Him, who is the Self of 
all beings and is alo the Self of all, and that He (abides) 
in all beings and is therefore imperishable. Knowledge, 
power, strength, sovereignty, heroism, «plendour—all these 
aire fully expresed by the word Bhagavat ; only evil (une 
desirable) qualities and other such things are riot, Such yO 
Maitreya, is this important word Bhagavad, (It is applied) 
to Vasudeva who is the Highest Brahman, and is not appli- 
cable to others. Here, this word, denotes, by convention, 
at thing deserving of worship, and is not used in its secondary 
seiise; elsewhere, indeed, it is used in its secondary 
sense.” [V. P. V1.3. 72 to 77.]. “Wherever, © king, 
all these powers®4 are ‘established, there is another great 
Form of the Lord, which is different from His Universal 
Form, He, out of His own playfulness, causes that (Form 
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ively manifest under the names of gods, animals, and men, 
‘That (activity) is (intended) for the good of the worlds and 
isnot produced by means of Aarma (i. ¢. the effect of works 
operating upon Him), ‘The activity of that unknowable 
(Brakman) is all-pervading and is of an irresistible nature.” 
(VY. P. VL 7. 70 to 72). “The highest abode called 
Vishnu is, in this manner, stainless, eternal, all-pervading, 


undecaying and free from all evil." [V. PI, 1. 
“The Supreme Self is high among thosé that are high and i 

the highest ; and is firmly established in the self (of all be- 
ings) and is devoid of the defining attributes of form, co- 
our, &c. He is free from waste, destruction, modification, 
growth, and birth and is capable of being xpoken of abso» 
Tutely as that which alwa Because He abides every- 
where and all things abide in Him, therefore He is called 
Vasudeva by the learned. That Brahman is the highest, is 
eternal, unborn, indestructible, imperishable and ix always 
of one nature, and is pure through the absence of evil. ‘That 
alone is all this and is possessed of a manifest and an une 
manifest nature. Moreover, It exists in the form of Puru- 
sha (or Person) as well as in the form of Time.” (I, 2.1. 
ato tory]. “The prakpili (i.e nature) which has been 
spoken of by me as possessing a mani‘est and an unmanifest 
nature, and the furusha (i. the <elf), are, both of them, 
‘absorbed into the Highest Self. And the Highest Self is 
the support of all, and is the Highest Lord. He is celebra- 
ted under the name of Vishou in the Vedas and in the 
Vedanta.” (V.P. VI. 4.39 & 40.). “That Brahman 
has two forms,viz. the embodied and the unembodied. These 
two possess (respectively) a destructible and an indestruct- 
ible nature, and are found to exist in all beings. ‘The inde- 
structible is that Highest Brahman, the destryctible is the 
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whole of this world. The whole of this world is the mani- 
festation of the power of the Supreme rahman, in that 
xame way in which spreading light is (the manifestation) of 
the fire located in a particular spot.” [1% 2. 1. 
55 to 57.]. “The power of Vishnu is called the high 
that known as the Ashefrajiag®? (i.¢. the individual selt), is, 
similarly, the lower (power), Another named avidya 
rance) and karma isssaid to be the third power, by which, 
king, the all-pervading power known as the Ashetrajmt 
is completely enveloped. The“power known as the Ashetra- 
Aa wequires, on account of its being covered by that (avi 
or Aayma), al the ever-recurring miseries belonging to the 
cireuit of mundane existence, and exists in all beings in dif- 
ferent degrees, O thou, protector of the earth.” (17.2, VI. 
61 to63.). “0 thou, the most intelligent one, the mutually 
interrelated pratriti and purusha (i. e. nature and soul) are 
encompassed by the power of Vishnu which pervades all 
beings as their Self, ‘That same power (of Vishnu) is the 
cause of their separation and interrelation.....eJist 
8, from a mass of -water, the wind ears away hun 
dreds of minute drops without itself being moistened (by 
them), +0 abo is that same power of Vishnu (related) to 
all that is of the nature of prakriti and purusha.” (VP, 1s 
7. 29 to3t.). “0 thou, the best of sages, all this. world 
‘above-mentioned is undecaying, eternal and is subject to the 
alternations of expansion and contraction, bisth and de- 
struction.” (1. P. 1, 22. 60.). 

By means of these and other such passages, the Highest 
Brakman is (first of all) declared to be, by nature, free from 
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even the smallest taint of all that is evil, and to possess that 
nature which is characterised by all the auspicious qualities, 
and to be engaged, out of free sportiveness, in-the creation, 
preservation, destruction, inter-penetration, control, &¢., of 
the world ; and then all the intelligent and non-intelligent 
existences (in the universe), which exist in all conditions 
and are undoubtedly real, are stated to be of the sare form 
awthe Brahman owing to their constituting His body, 
because the words éarirai (embodiment), riipa (form), tanu 
(body), amia (part), sakti (power), vibiti (glory), and 
the like, are used (in the above passages), and because also 
they are equated with ‘That’ (viz, the Brahman) ; and 
then the intelligent thing (viz, the self), which forms. the 
glory of that (Brahman), is said to exist (freely) in its own 
essential nature, and also (to exist) in the form of the 
Ashetrajaa owing to its association with non-intelligent 
matter ; and, (lastly), it is laid down that in the condition 
of the Ashetrajita it (viz, the self) is veiled by the avidva 
(or ignorance) which is of the nature of meritorious and 
sinful actions, and that it has, in consequence, no unbroken 
remembrance of its own natural condition as intelligence, 
but continuously thinks (of itself) as existing in the form 
of things which possess a non-intelligent nature, ‘Therefore, 
it is made out that the Brazman is possessed of attributes, 
and that the world which is the manifestation of His glory 
is undoubtedly real also. 

In the passage—“ That in which differences have 
vanished”. —[V.P. VI. 7.753.],°° it is declared that the true 
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nature of the self, even when it is united with particular 
modifications of the prakriti, such as gods, men, &c., is 
inexpressible.by words like god, &c., which denote distine- 
tions in relation to it, because it is devoid of intrinsic is- 
tinctions ; and that it is to be defined as wholly consisting 
of intelligence and existence ; and that it is seli-knowing, 
and is invisible (even) to the mind of one who has gone 
through the practice of soga (i. ¢. mental concentration 
and meditation). Therefore, from this (passage) the negation 
of the world does not follow. If it be asked, how this is 
rived at, we reply that it is thus:—In the context®? 
(ovherein this passage occurs), yogi is stated to he the only 
remedy to bring about the cessation of the circuit of 
mundane existence; then the constituent parts of the yo 
‘are mentioned up to pratythara ;°* and then with the 
intention of pointing out a good and worthy object for 
the purpose of accomplishing didraya®® (or concentration), 
the two forms of the Highest Braman i, ¢. Vis, which 
denoted by the word power—Jak/i—are declared to 


consist of the divisions of the embodied and the unembodied, 
Then again the division called the embodied, that is the 
Ashetrajna, which is associated with non-intelligent matter 


and is encircled by that ignorance (or avidya) which is known 
as Aarme and forms the third power (of Vishnu), isaflimed 
to be bad and unworthy (for purposes of meditation) on ae- 
count of its being connected with the three?” (undesirable) 
conceptions : afterwards, the character of being a good and 
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worthy object (to help concentration) is denied (also) in re- 
lation to the second division called the unembodied, which is 
devoid of ignorance, is separate from non-intelligent matter, 
itnd is altogether of the form of intelligence, on account of 
its being an object worthy to be meditated upon only by 
accomplished yogins, and on account of its being incapable 
ol proving a support to the mind ofa beginnerin yoga, and. 
ako on agcount of it+ being devoid of uncaused intrinsic 
the embodied (universal) form (of the Brake 
‘man) which is the seat of His three powers, viz. the higher 
power which is this (above mentioned) unembodied (form 
Of the self), the (other) lower power which is the (selfs) 
embodied form called the Ashetrajia, and ignorance (or 
avidya) which is of the nature of karma and is known as 
the third power and which forms the cause of leading the 
velf, which is of the nature of the higher power, to ass 
the condition of the Asfetrajta—(this embodied form of the 
Brahman) which is peculiar to the Divine Lord, and ix 
ascertained by means of Vedante passages like—* He is of 
sunlike lustre.” [Soet. U7. HLS. & B, G.VUL 9,]—19" 
(this) is declared to be the good and worthy object (for the 
accomplishment of d/arazd). In this context, the passage 

- That in which differences have vanished &e."” [V. P, 
VI. 7. 53:)s is intended to show that the self which has the 
pure unembodied nature is unfit to be a good and worthy 
object (for the accomplishment of dharani). Accordingly, 
it has been stated (in the same work, viz, Vishyu-Puraua): 
“CO king! That (unembodied form of the Lord) is not fit 
to be meditated upon by one who begins the practice of 
yoga.” (V.P.VI. 7. 35]. “The highest home which is 
the second (unembodied form) of Him who is called Vishnu 
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ever, O king, all thee powers are established, there 
is another great Form of the Lord, which is different 
from His Universal Form”. [V- P. VI. 7. 69 & 70.). In 
the same manner, after stating that the (four-ficed) 
Brahma, Sanandana, and others who are beings inside 
the universe, are unfit to be good and worthy objects, 
(to help concentration) owing to their being covered by 
means of ignorance (or avidyd), the character of being 
(such a) good and worthy object is denied by the venerable 
Saunaka in: relation also to those bound souls in whom 
knowledge is originated only later on by means of yoga, 
and who have (thus) realised their true nature, for the 
reavon that they are themselves devoid of uncansed intrinsic 
purity, It is stated (by Saunka) in the following and other 
passages that the natural and peculiar form of Vishnu, who 
is the Highest Brahman, can alone be (such a) good and 
worthy object (for the accomplishment of d/drana) 
cause all living things from Brahma to a clump of gra 
aare within the word, are within the grasp of the ever chang- 
ing circuit of mundane existence caused by karma, there- 
fore, they are not helpful in meditation to those that 
meditate, Indeed, they are all in ignorance (or avidya) and 
are subject to the ever-recurring succession of births and 
deaths, ‘Those also in whom knowledge of truth is born later 
‘on are not at all helpful in meditation, Their knowledge 
of truth is not natural to them, because it is derived from an- 
other source. ‘Therefore that pure Brakiman is, alone, by 
nature, full of such) knowledge.” [V. Dh.*°? CIV. 23 to 26]. 
Consequently in this passage (vir, V.P.VI. 7.53. “That 
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in which differences have vanished", &c.,) the negation of 
distinctions is not brought out. 

Also in the passage—“(I bow to Him alone) who in real- 
ity is ofthe nature of intelligence," &c., [V. P.1. 2. 6:])12 
‘unreality is not established in relation to the whole aggre 
gate of those objects which are distinct from intelligence, be- 
cause therein only this much is stated, viz, that the false ap- 
prehension of the self, which is of the nature of intelligence, 
in the form of goils, men, and such other objects, is a mere 
illusion, Indeed, if it be said that the false apprehension of 
the mother-of-pearl as silver is an illusion, it does not 
follow that all the collection of silver in the world becomes 
thereby unreal, There is the appearance of unity between 
the Brahman and the world due to the fact of their being 

| xTammatically equated (in the das/ras); and it may be 
urged that it isan illusion to apprehend, in consequence, 
the Brahman whove essential nature is Intelligence, in the 
form of things (other than Intelligence); and if it be held 
that when it is so urged, the whole collection of things in 
the world would acquire the character of falsity, (it is de- 
clared in reply that) that (opinion) is wrong ; because, 
that Vishnu who is the Highest Brakman, whi is devoid 
of even the smallest taint of all such evil things as jgno- 
rance and the like, who is identified with all the auspicious 
qualities, and is the owner of great sovereignty, is taught 
fn this Saséra, and it is thus impossible to have any illusory 
vision in relation to Him, Moreover, it will be presently 
established, that the declaration of unity (between the 
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Brahman and the world) resulting from the fact of 
their being equated, doe+ not admit of stultification and. is 
not opposed to reason. Therefore this pasage also [vir. 
V, P.1, 2. 6.) doe not stultify the natural reality of 
extemal objects. 

Accordingly, from this scriptural passage, viz. “From 
whom all these beings are bom, in whom, when born, 
they live, and whom they enter when they perish ; do thou 
desire to know that well that is the Braziman,’— [Taitt, 
Up. IIL. 1. 1.}, it may be concluded that the cause of the 
origin, &c., of the world isthe Brahman, ; but then we 
Jearn front the Sastraie com nent,—“The Feda should 
be amplitied and supported by the Ztihdsas and the Pura= 
nas, because the Veda is afraid of him who has little 
learning that he would do it wrong.'—[.M.2h. 1. 1, 264.), 
that amplification and confirmation are necessarily to be 
effected with the help of the Ztihasas and the Puraras in 
relation to what is taught (here in the above seriptural 
passage), Tu amplify and support ix indeed to elucidate 
the meanings of the Vedic passages which are known to 
oneself by means of the sayings of those who know all 
the Vedas und their meanings, and who have, by the 
great power of their yoga, directly perceived the things 
constituting the truth of the Vedas. Amplification and 
confirmation, indeed, have necessarily to be effected (in 
connection with the import of Vedic passages), because 
it is difficult to understand the meanings of all the passages 
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found in all the recensions of the Vedas by knowing only 
a small part thereof, and it is in consequence impossible to 
attain certainty without that (amplification and confirma 
tion). Here (j.¢,in the context wherein the passage—M(I 
bow to Him alone) who in reality is of the nature of 
Intelligence occurs), Maitreya:desires to get his own 
knowledge of the teachings of the Vedas amplified and 
supported at the hands of the reverend Paraéara, who 
was in posession of that knowledge of the reality of the 
Highest Divinity which he had obtained from Pulastya and 
Vasishtha as a boon bestowed upon him, and questioned 
(Paraéara) thus = Again T wish to hear from you, O 
thou, the knower of religion and duty, how this world 
came into existence, and what will become of it again, 
© thou, glorious one, what does the world consist of ? 
© thou, reverend one, whence (came) all this moveable 
sand immoveable creation; how and where was it hidden, 
and into what will it be absorbed?” [PLT 1. 4 & 
5.], By means of these and other passages, the particular 
nature of the Braman, the characteristics of the different 
kinds of His glory, the nature of worshipping Him, the 
particular results (of such worship) are all here questioned 
about, In the question regarding the particular nature 
of the Brahman, the efficient and material causes (of the 
world) are enquired abont in- the query— Whence 
(came) all this moveable and immoveable (creation) 2" ; 
(therefore), in the query —“What does it consist. of itis 
‘asked of what nature that world is which is the object of 
creation, preservation, and destruction ; and the reply to 
this ie—“And the world is that (Brakman)." (VP, 1. 1. 
jf]. This sameness (of the world with the Brakman) is 
due to the invariable association (of the world with the 
Brahman) on account of His constituting the Self (there- 
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of) as its intemal ruler; but is not due to the oneness in 
substance between the subject and the predicate (in the 
proposition “And the world is that Brahman)" ; because 
the equation (between the world and the Brahman) in 
the passage—“ And the world is that (Brahman)" forms 
the reply to the question “What does it (i. « the world) 
consist of?” The affix mavat in yanmayam (i. 6. what 
does it consist of) *°? does not denote modification; other- 
wise, this separate question would (relate to what has al- 
ready been asked and thus) be purposeless.Noris it used 
in the sense of importing that very thing itself which is 
denoted by the word to which it is affixed, asin the case 
of the word prana-maya,’"* because the reply— And the 
\world is that (Brahman)’—would be inappropriate (in stich 
stcase), Indeed, in such a case, the reply should have been 
“(And the world is) Vishnu Himself."** Hence that 
(allix mavat) imports only the abundance (of that thing 
which is denoted by the word to which it is attached), 
(Here) the affix mayat is (used) in accordance with the 
tule which says—'\The affix mayat is (to be employed) 
wherever an abundance of a thing has to be expressed," 
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[Panini V. 4. 21J~ Certainly, the whole world being the 
body of that (Brahman) is abundantly full of Him. There- 
fore it is settled that the equation in the .statement—“And 
the world is that (Brakman)"—made in reply to the question 
—* What does it consist of ?”—results from there being, bet- 
ween the world and the Brahman, the same relation as there 
is between the body and the soul. Otherwise, all these 
questions and answers would not be appropriate in the 
4dstra which is admitted to be devoted to the establish- 
"ment ofthat thing which is devoid of all attributes ; sand the 
4astra which is intended to be an explanation of that thing 
would also be thus inappropriate. Indeed, in such a case, 
to the one question of the form “What is the basis of the 
illusion of the world ?”—there would be only one apswer in 
this form, viz, “Pure intelligence that is devoid of all attri- 
butes,” If the equation (contained in the «tatemeut—“And 
the world is that Bratman”) denote the unity of substance 
between the world and the Brakman, then the fact of His 
being’ the sole seat of myriads of auspicious qualities such 
as the quality of willing the truth, &c., as well as the fact 
of His being the opposite of all that is evil, would be stulti- 
fied,and the Brahkman would also become the seat of all evil. 
Tt will be established Jater on that the fact of (the Brah- 
man and the world) being equated denotes primarily 
the same relation (between them) as there is between the 
soul and the body. Hence, by means of the passages 
commencing with “ (The Supreme Self) is high among those 
that are high and is the Highet”, &c., (1. P. 1. 2. 10.], 
(Paraéara) proceeds to explain in extenso the idea briefly 
conveyed in the stanza—“ The world came into existence 
from the will of Vishou, and it is altogether existent there- 
in. He is the cause of the preservation and destruction of 
this world, and the world is Himself.” (V. P.1. 1. 31.) ; 
Bs 
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and with that object in view, he first bows to the Divine 
‘Lord Vishou,who is in His own natural form and is the High- 
est Brahman, by repeating the stanza commencing with— 

“(Lbow) to the Immutable. [hPL 2.1);8 and 
then again he bows to the same (Vishnu) who is existent in 
the form of the trinity made up of Brahma (the creator), 
of His own incarnation (as Vishnu), and of Siva, and (is also 
existent in the form of) Arakriti (or mature), Time, Ashe- 
trajna (or the individual self), the aggregate creation and 
the individual created beings. In that context, this stanza, 
which begins with—*(I bow to) Him (alone) who is in 
reality of the nature of intelligence,” speaks of the nature 
of that Highest Self which is in the form of the individual 
entities known as Ashelrajaas, Therefore, here (i, . in 
this stanza), the thing which is destitute of attributes is 
not taught, 

If the fastras relate to the establishment of that illu- 
sion which is based upon the Brahman, whose wature 
is (pure and simple) intelligence devoid of attributes, 
then the objection—“"How is it posssible for the Brahman 
who is without qualities, who is unknowable, pure and 
devoid of evil by nature, to be the agent in the acts of 
creation, &e.,""* (of the world)?"—[V. P. I 
be inappropriate here ; and similarly its invali 
given in the following passage, would also be (inappropri- 
ate)—“O thou, the best of ascetics, there are, in all things, 
powers which cannot be brought within the sphere of 
thinkable (or explicable) knowledge, and for that very same 
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reason, those acts of creation, &c., constitute the inherent 
(inexplicable) powers of the Brahman, as heat (constitutes 
the inherent power) of fire.” [V. P.I. 3. 2 & 3]. Indeed, 
i that be the case (i.e. if the Sastra relate to the establish- 
‘ment of illusion as aforesaid), then the (above mentioned) 
objection (in regard to the astra declaring the thing that 
is devoid of attributes), and its refutation would (severally) 
tun thus:—(), How is it that the Brahman which is 
devoid of qualities becomes the agent in the acts of creation, 
&c? (ii), The creation proceeding trom the Braman is not 
real, but is manufactured by illusion. But the objection 
really is to this effect—* The work of creation, &c., is seen 
in association with those who possess the qualities of 
saitoa,)"° &e, who are imperfect, and are bound by 
arma ; and so, how is it possible for Him who is devoid 
of the qualities of saléva, &c., who is perfect, who is not 
bound by Aarma, and who cannot have any association 
with Aarma,—(how is it possible for such a Person) —to be 
the agent in the acts of creation, &c? And the answer to 
this objection also is really to this effect—“The union of 
all powers in the Brahman, who is distinct from all perceiy= 
able things and is altogether of the aforesaid nature, is 
not incompatible with reason, in the same way in which 
the association of the power of heat, &c., with fire, 
which are distinct from water, &, (is not incompatible 
with reason), 

The statement! *—“ Thou alone art the only reality, 
&e,"" [V.P.1, 4. 38.], does not also speak of the unreality 
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of the whole (world), but (speaks only of) the unreality of 
that thing the existence of which is (held to be) independ- 
ent of That (viz. the Brakman), the reason being that the 
whole (world) has that (same Brakman) forits Soul. He ( 
Pardéara) declares again the same thing thus—“ That 
greatness by which all this moveable and immoveable 
* CP PL g. 38018 
this moveable and immoveable (creation) ix 
pervaded by Thee, therefore, all this has Thee for its Soul; 
and so there is nothing other than Thee. Hence, ax being 
Self of all, Thou alone art the only reality. Hence 
(also) it has been stated that what constitutes Thy great- 
ness is Thy omnipenetrativeness. Otherwise it should 
have been stated that it (viz, Thy onmipenetrativeness) is an 
illusion; and the expressions**3 ‘O, Lord of the Universe’, 
“Thou, &c., would then have a figurative (or second- 
ary) significance; and there would be the contradiction 
of the context wherein the Divine Lord's great boar in- 
carnation ix glorified as He is sportively lifting up the 
earth (from beneath the waters). 

¢ whole world is, as if by its Soul, pervaded 
by Thee who art of the nature of intelligence, and 
constitutes Thy body; therefore those, who do not pos- 
ves the means of perceiving (the world) as having 
Thee for its Soul, make out through illusory percep- 
tion that this (world) is altogether made up of gods, 
men, and other such things; accordingly, he (i, e 
Paragara) says in this connection—“This which appears, 


113, This ithe second halfof the thus in the Samal original: Penne 
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&e. [V. P.1. 4. 39. 

To perceive the world, which, in reality, has Thee for 
its Soul, as made up of gods, men, and other such things 
is, no doubt, an illusion in itself; but the perception which 
apprehends the individual souls, that have the nature’ of 
intelligence, as though they were made up of gods, men, 
and other such material configurations, is also an illusion; 
accordingly, he (i. ¢. ParaSara) says in this connection. 
“AM this (world) is of the nature of intelligence, & 
[Ve P14. 40) 9 

‘Those who, on the other hand, are intelligent and 
understand the self, the nature of which is intelligence, and 
whose minds are well purified by the acquisition of what 
agives rise to the experience that the whole (universe) has the 
Divine Lord for its Soul,—they perceive that all this world 
has the characteristics of the body, being (itself) made up of 
such particular modifications of prakriti (or nature) as gods, 
nen, &c,, and then look upon it as constituting Thy body, 
and as having Thee, who art different from the body and hast 
the essential nature of intelligence, for its Sout: accord- 
ingly, he (j-c. Pariiara) says in this connection—“Those 
who know what is knowledge, &c."—[V. P..4. 41.J.12° 


144, ‘This stanea fe understood by rant men look upon it as though jt 
the sfistifiee as follows:—* This mere made up of material things, and 
Which appears embodied belongs to are tassed to and fro ia a Bool of 
Thee who art of the nature of Intelli-. illusions." Vide supra p. 20. 
ence: and those who are not Yoginr 116. This stanza as interpreted by 
(ie those who are ignorant) lock the Adtwaites has been already given 
‘upon is, on account of (their) llusive as follows "Highest Lord! Thowe 
perception, a= though it formed che who know what is knowledge, and 
whose minds are pure, look upon the 
whole world as being made up of 
Itelfigenceanad 2s consisting of Your- 
sel” Vide mapa p29. 
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Otherwise, among the stanzas, there would be a redundant 
repetition ; the words (therein) would acquire a figurative 
(or secondary) significance ; there would be the contradic- 
tion of things (as made out by perception and the other 
ineans of knowledge), the contradiction of the context, and 
also the contradiction of the purport of this sastraic 
work.!17 

In this stanza also, name 
found in one’s own body and in that of all others, (intelli- 
gence) which icone and simple, &e,""—[ VP. 11.14.31)!" 
what is meant is, that, while all the individual selves are 
similar in nature for the reason that they solely consist, of 
intelligence, the perception of duality (or difference) in 
relation to individual selves, as though they (also), owing. 
to their ussociation with certain material maxes, which are 
particular modifications: of the pradriti and are known 
as gods, men, &c., had the nature of gods, &c.,—(that 
perception of difference) is unreal. The duality (or difference) 
found to exist in relation to masses of matter, and (the 
duality oF difference) found to exist in relation to indivi- 
ual souls are not in fact denied (here). ‘The meaning is, 
that the thing called the self, which exists in (association 
with) the varied and wonderful masses of matter known 
as gods, men, &c., is all alike} and to that same effect 
it has been declared by the Lord (Himself) in the following 
and other similar pasages:—“The leamed look alike 


Although he is to be 
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upon adog and upon an outeast (or a Chandala).'—[B. 
GV. 18.]p?9 “Indeed, the drahman (i. e, the indi- 
vidual soul here) is (by nature) devoid of all evil and 
is alike in all beings.”—[B. G. V. 19.]. Accordingly, 
in the pasage,—“ Although he is to be found in one's 
own body and in that of all others, &c,""—[V.P.1. 14. 31], 
the distinction between one’s self and that of another is 
also distinctly mentioned as existing in relation to. the 
thing which is other than the body (viz, the individual 
soul). 

In this passage also which begins with— If there were 
any other like me or any other unlike me"—[V. P. 11, 13. 
90.],"29 the essential identity of individual souls is not 
taught, because it is not admissible to use the word para 
(which means another like me)and the word anya (which 
means another unlike me) in one and the same sense, as 
though the statement meant — If there were any one other 
than me other than me.” There (i. . in that passage), the 
word para (which means another) denotes the self which is 
distinct from one’s own self ;and in ax much as that (self) 
also is altogether of the nature of intelligence, the word an- 
va or different) means the negation of any other nature (to 
the self than that of intelligence), What is said is this :—“ If 
some individual self other than my own self be of a differ- 
‘ent nature from intelligence which is my nature, then, it is 


119, The whole of this anza is as tld esha yam ayuie che 
followss—! The learned look alike aki eam api edyate) Vide rypre 
‘upon a person who has an abundance p29. where the ddtoities interpret 
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possible to mention—‘T am of this nature, he is of a diff- 
erent nature,’ But it is not seen to be so, because all (the 
individual selves) are wholly of the nature of intelligence, 
and are therefore undoubtedly alike in nature,” 

In this passage also which begins with—“Itis in conse 
quence of the difference due-to the holes in a flute”, 
[V. P. 1. 14.32],"#" what is declared is that the difference 
of character in relation to the individual selves isnot due to 
their esséntial nature, but is due to their having entered the 
(various) masses of matter known as gods, &e.; and it ix not 
(declared herein) that all the selves are one (in essence). In 
the illustrative examplé also, there is no substantial sameness 
between the particles of air which are associated with the 
several holes (of the flute), but there is only similarity of 
nature (between them). Indeed, those (particles of air) are 
all of one character, because they possess the same aérial 
nature ; and they have a variety of names such as shadja, 
&cu!?# because they piist out through a variety of holes. 
Inthe case of the individual selves, also, the variety of 
names, such ax gods, &e,, results ina similar way. ‘The 
things which form portions of the elemental substances fire, 
water, and earth are one in nature with those substances, 
on account of their being themselves made up of thow 
particular substances ; (but really) there can be no essen 
tity’ between them (i. ¢. between the part and the 
whole). Thus it has necessarily to be accepted that the 
various particles of air are also distinct from each other in 
essence, (though similar in nature), 


121. This stanza is found on pp. ing to the pltch of the sound) result 
298 50.10 the following effect" It to the aie, which pervades all without 
is, in consequence of the difference due dissinetion; just 40. i the case 
tothehotesin alate, thatthe distine- with the Highest Self." 
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In the stanza‘ which begins with— He is myself and 
heis yourselt” [V. P. 11, 16, 23 & 24-], he (i. ¢. Pardiara) 
recalls to mind, by means of the word ‘he’, the aforesaid 
character of intelligence belonging to all the individual 
selves; then concludes, from myself, yourself, &e., being 
(here) grammatically equated, that intelligence alone con- 
stitutes thecharacter of the things denoted by myself, your 
self, Sex; and he at last says—"Give up that illusion of 
distinction between individual selves which is based upon 
the distinction of such material forms as gods, &c.” 
Otherwite, in relation to that (self) which is to be taught 
here as being excentially different from the boily, it would 
not be appropriate to point out those differentiations (in the 
forms of Z, Hion, &cx) that are to be found in the state- 
ment that Z, #how, and aif this have the essential nature of 
the self, And it is not also possible for the words J, don, 
&c., to be the accidental indicators (of the nature of the 
sell), because they are grammatically equated with what 
constitutes the thing that has te be so indicated by means 
of accidental attributes; that is, (because they are equated) 


with—all this has the essential nature of the self. Wis said 
that he (viz, the person +0 taught) acted up to that teach- 
ing, and “gave up the idea of distinction after seeing 


the highest reality.” Ifit be asked, how this conclusion (of 
ours) is arrived at, (we reply) that it is arrived at because 
the teaching has reference to the process of discrimination 
between the body and the soul, And that (teaching) begins 


4123, This stawen munsin the Same syfrathuss—" He is myself, and He 
‘riginal as follows Sek aha is yourself and allthis isthe same as 
4 a frum sa cha sarvam ctat twa the Se. Give wp the illusion of 
Nonrfipem traja Medamoba | trite distinctions, Thus taught. by him. 
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thus —“ Because the body which is characterised by head, 
hand, Xe, is distinct from the purusha (i.e, the self)"—[V. 
PII, 13.89.44 

The stanza? ** beginning with—“ When the knowledge 
which gives rise to distinctions”,—[V. P.VI. 7. 96.] is also 
not intended to establish the essential oneness in the 
nature of individual selves. Nor (is it intended to estab- 
lish the essential oneness) of the individual self and the 
Supreme Self, The essential oneness of the indi 
dual selves is negatived in the manner already stated, 
‘There is also no essential identity between the individual 
self and the Supreme Self, in the same way in which 
(there is no esvential identity) between the body and 
the individual self, To this effect, indeed, are the fol- 
lowing and other Vedantic passages :~ Two birds, which 
possess similar attributes and are inseparable friends, cling 
to the same tree; one of them eats the sweet pippala 
fruit, while the other shines in splendour without eating 
at all.” [Mupd. Op. U1. 1, 1); “Those who know the 
Brahman, and who have worshipped the five fires and also 
the (rinachiketa fire, declare that there are the two that 
enjoy? ¢ the reward of works in the world of good deeds, 
that they have entered into the cave (of the heart), in. the 
transcendentally excellent ether of which they reside and 
‘are ax shadow and sunlight." (Aagh, Up. UI. 1); “He 
who has entered within, is the ruler of all things that are 
bom, and is the Self of all." (Taitt, Ar, U1. 24.]. In this 


124. The Intier half of ‘hen 

isto the following effecr:—=There- the knowledge which gives rise 10 

fore which of theze am Ito designat= distinctions hae wndergone complete 

Dy this name nf 72" estesction, (then), who will create 
135, This stanas has been already the noreal difference eiween he 

Uuanslated while stating the postion selfand the Broke?” 

of the Adeaitins, Vide extra p. 50. 126. Literally, drint in: 


ide wheres i given as fallaws 


http:/acharya.org 


Adhik, 7. Sat. 1.) Sri-Buastva. yg 


4straic work (also, viz, the Vishmu-Purdea), the distinction 
(betwen the individual self and the Supreme Self) is dectar- 
ed in the following manner:—“O sage! He (viz. 
the Lord) transcends the frafriti (which forms the natur- 
al and material foundation) of all beings, (transcends) all 
its modifications, and all the blemishes (arising out) of 
its qualities. He, who is the Self of all, has passed be- 
yond all veils, and by Him is pervaded all that is within 
the universe, Heis ofthat nature which is characterised 
by all auspicious qualities.... He is high among the high+ 
est, and in Him, who is the Lord of the higher and the lower, 
the afflictions and all other such undesirable things have no 
place,” [V. P, VI. 5.83 to8s.);"#7 “ Another (power) named 
avidya (or ignorance) and Aarma is said tobe the third 
power by which, O king, the all-pervading power known at 

the Ashetrajfa is completely enclosed.""#* [V, P. VI. 7. 61 
‘& 62.): and (the same difference is taught) in the following 
aphorisms also, viz, “And both of them (i.e, both the recen- 
sions of the Brihadaranyaka-Upanishad, viz.the Kagoa ane 
the Madhvandina) speak of it (i.e. of the individual self) as 
being different (from the internal Ruler who is the Highest). 
(Ved. Sat, 1, 2. 21.]; “And on account of the deckaration 
of difference, (the Supreme Self is) different (from the indi- 
vidual selt).” [Ved. Sut. 1. 1, 22.} ; “(The Brahman ix) in« 
deed other than (the individual self), because of the (serip- 
tural) declaration of difference (between them)” [Ved, 
Sat. IL. 1. 22.]. Moreover, the following and other Vedsnt- 
ic texts, viz,“ He who dwelling in the self, is within the 
self, Whom the self does not know, Whose body is the 
self and Who internally rules the seif—He is your Self 
&e).” [Madh. Bik, Up. 11. 7 He isembraced by 


Ps 
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the omniscient Sel” [Bri Up. 4. 3. 21.]; “He is ridden 


and that of the Supreme Self are both of a mutually exelue 
sive character. (For all these reasons there can be no 
substantitial unity between the individual self and the 
Supreme Self) 

Moreover, in the ease-also of one who has been releas- 
ed from avidya by adopting the means (intended therefor), 


there cannot be essential unity with the Supreme Self, 
(which is ineapable of being the seat of avidya or ignorance); 
because that which is capable of being the seat of igno- 
ranice etn never aequire the character of what is (naturally) 
unfit to be the seat thereof. To the same effect, it is taught 
in the following passage :—* If it be held that the identity’ 
of the Highest Self with the individual self is the highest 
truth, it ie wrong (to hold +0); because any substance 
which is different from another cannot indeed acquire the 
character of that other substance.” [V. P11, 14. 27.). Be+ 
sides, it is stated in the Blagavad-Gita, that a released 
soul attains only His character, (but not His essential na- 
ture): Depending upon this knowledge, those who at- 
tain sameness'®9 of nature with Myself are not born at the 
time of creation, and are not hurt at the time of dissolution." 
[B. G.XIV. 2]. Here (i.e, in the Vishieu-Purana) also, 
there is the following passage to the same effect :—“O 
sage, that Brahman, by His own power, makes. this 
worshipper, who is deserving of a change of state for 
the better, acquire His own nature in the same way in 
which a magnet makes the metal acquire its own magnetic 
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character.” [V, P. VI. 7. 30.]. The word atmabhava (in this 
stanza)'9° means His own nature, Surely, the thing which is 
‘tracted does not become identical with that which attracts, 
ys (the same thing the Satrakara) also thus :—“Except 
n the matter of the activity relating to (the creation &c., 
of) the world, (the released souls possess all the powers 
belonging to the Lord), because (the Lond Himself forms) 
the topic of the contexts (wherein the above-mentioned 
activity is referred to), and because also (the individual 
souls) are not mentioned (therein).” (Ved. Sat. IV. 4. 17.J; 
“And on account of the characteristic of equality (between 
the individual’ self and the Supreme Self) being solely 
confined to enjoyment "—[Ved. Sat, IV. 4.21]; “And 
on account of (the Brakman) being taught to be that which 
ix to be approached by the released (souls,)"—[Ved. Sal, 
1. 3. 2.J. The Vitti also (of Bodhayana) states it thus 

“Except in the matter of the activity relating to the creation 
of the world, (the released soul)ix equal to the Highest 
Light (i,¢, to the Brahman).” And the commentator Drami- 
da also says— On account ‘of close association with the 
Deity, he who is devoid of the body (i. ¢. thereleased soul) 
may become capable of enjoying all desirable objects like the 
Deity Himself.” (Lo the «me effect) are also the following, 
‘and other scriptural texts :—“Those who depart from here, 
‘after having known the Self and also His eternal and 
auspicious qualities, for them there is free movement in 
all the worlds,” [Chhdnd. Up. VIL. 6.]; “He who 
knows the Brahman attains the Highest." [Taitt. Up. 11. 
et]; “He attains, with the intelligent Brahman, all the 
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auspicious qualities.” [7aitt, Up U1. 1.1J 3 “He (ic, the 
released self), having reached that Self which consists of 
bliss and moving about in all these worlds, enjoying what- 
ever things he likes, and assuming whatever form he Tikes, 
(sits down singing this saman.—Ha, vitha, witha, vi.” 
[Taitt, Up. U1. 10. 5.]; “He moves about there.” [Ciitand. 
Up. VILL. 12. 3.1; “Bliss indeed is He.. Having ob- 
tained this very Bliss, he becomes blissful.” { Zaitt. Up, I+ 
7.1.) ; Just as flowing rivers disappear in the sew losing 
their name and form, so also the wise man, freed from 
name and form, reaches that Divine Person who is higher 
than the highest.” [Mue?. Up. M1, 2.8.J; “Then the 
wvise man, shaking off merit and demerit and being untaint- 
d, attains the highest degree of equality (with the Brah- 
man)" (Mug. Up. WL 1. 3-]- 
In the following and other aphorisms— Blis and 
other qualities (have to be assumed in all the widyds),’* 
because the possessor (of those qualities happens to be the 
same Brakman in all the vidyas).’—[Ved. Sat, Ul. 3.11.); 
“Because they (viz, the vidyds) do not differ in their re- 
sults,there is freedom of choice in regard to them). —[ Ved. 
Sit, TIL, 5. 37-],—itisstated by the Satrakiva himself that 
the qualified Brahman alone is the object of worship in all 
the widyas relating to the Supreme Being, that the result (of 
all such meditations or forms of worship) is of one and the 
same nature, and that, therefore, there is freedom of choice 


tt, The Vidya ace forms of wore danentpa is form a worship taht 
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in regard to the vidyas. By the Vakya-Rara (Taiika) also, 
in the passage—“ That (object to be attained) is what is 
possessed (of qualities), because worship relatesto that which 
possesses qualities”—it is stated. that the qualified Brah- 
man alone is worthy of being the object of worship, 
and that there is freedom of choice in regard to the 
vidyas (relating to the attainment of the Brahman). This is 
.0 similarly explained by the commentator (Dramiqachar- 
ya) in the passage beginning with? #?—“ Even when one is 
bent upon meditating on (the Brahman as) pure existence." 

This passage—"He who knows the Braman be~ 
comes the Brahman indeed"—{Mund. Up. U1. 2. 9,), has 
to import the same thing as the following and other 
passages:—“Freed from name and form, he reaches the 
Divine Person who is higherthan the highest."—[ Mund, Up. 
IIL. 2. 8.]; “Being untainted, he attains the highest degree 
of equality (with the Brahman).’—[Murd. Up. 1. 1. 3<)} 
“Having reached the Highest Light (i.e. the Brahman) he 
(ive, the released soul) manifests himself in his own true 
form."—[Ghkand. Up. VIII, 3, 4.) j—therefore, here alo, 
‘one, who is freed from the name and form that belong to 
Prakriti (or nature) and who is destitute of the distinctions 
resulting from that (name and that form), is said to possess 
the same character as the Brahman, for the reason that he 
alo is (then) solely of the nature of intelligence, Moreover, 


132, This passage is quoted io pure existence, ene should not siendi- 
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when one thing possesses the ~ame nature as another, then 
the experession that this thing is the same as that other 
has a real and natural significance,’ as, in the instance, 
“This (thing) here is an ox.” Here also (i. in the Visinu- 
Purana) in the passage—* O king, that which leads (us) to 
the object of (our) attainment (viz, the Brahman) ix knov 
ledge. Similarly, what has to beled (unto the Brahman) 
the individual selfin whom all the blidoands'34 are extine 
guished.” [V. 2. VL 7. it is (first) declared that, by 
meditating on the Highest Brahman, the individual self, 
who is, like the Highest Brahman, freed from all the bha- 
vanas, thats, from the three!95 dhavands, namely, karma 
bhavand, brakma-bhivand and ubhaya-bhavand, becomes 
worthy to be led (unto the Brahman) ; then in the pas 
sage~“O, thou, the twice-born one, the Asiietrajina (or the 
individual elt) is the owner of the means (for obtaining 
final release), and knowledge is the means which is. thus 
at his disposal. After accomplishing the end, namely, final 
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release, it (j.¢. that knowledge) will cease to operate asa 
means, having fully performed its functions.’—[V. ‘P. VI. 
7. 94-],—it is stated that the means, which is in the form 
of the meditation of the Highest Brakman, ceases to oper- 
ate as a means, after having fully performed its function in 
the way of causing, to the individual self, the attainment of 
its own nature which is free from all the bhgvanas; and 
then it is said that, in consequence, meditation should be 
practised till the accomplishment of the end in view; and 
then at last the essential nature of the released self is thus 
described in the following passage :—"3¢ “ Haying then 
attained the state which corresponds to the nature of that 
(Brahman), he (vit. the released self) becomes ‘non-differ- 
ent! from the Highest Self, and distinctions (in relation to 
him) are the products of his ignorance." [V. P. V1.7, 95.) 
(Here) the word fadbhava means the bhava of the Brak 
‘man, that is, His nature; (but it does) not (import) 
substantial unity (between the individual self and the Sup: 
reme Self); because, if it did, the second word dhava, in 
the expression sadbhavabhavamapannal, would be of no 
use, and because also there would then arise the contra- 
diction of the teaching given before, Whatever constitutes 
the condition wherein the Brahmans completely free from 
all the ¢havanas, the attainment of that is the attainment of 
the state corresponding to the nature of that (Brahman). 
‘When one has (thus) attained that state, then one becomes 
‘nou-different’ from the Supreme Self, that is, one becomes 
free from difference. This (individual self), by reaton of its 
possessing the nature of intelligence, is itself of the same 
character as the Supreme Self, and hence its difference from 


136. This pasage sasfotlons inthe teu’ parumatmond | Mavatyatt 
otiginal —TaudbAdealAScatponnst ta. bieaizhetevainonatry Bho 
70 


hitps/acharya.org 


154 Sri-Buasuva. [Chap. I. Part. 1. 


Him consists in its having the form of gods and other 
(material embodiments). The association of this (individual 
self) with such (an embodiment) results from the ignorance 
which is of the nature of Aarma, but is not due to its own 
essential nature. When Aarma, which has the nature of 
ignorance and forms the root of all distinctions in the form 
of gods, &c., is destroyed by means of the meditation of 
the Highest Brakman, then that distinction of gods, &c,, 
ceases to be, owing to the cessation of the cause thereot’; 
and accordingly, he (i. ¢. the released soul) does not differ 
(irom the Braman). It is thus stated in this passa, 
“But the distinetion of one individual self (from other simi 
Jar elves) which are all of the same nature results from the 
external covering of darma. When the distinction of gods, 
&e,, (in relation to them) ceases to exist, the covering 
altogether ceases to exist, and indeed he alone remains.” 
|VoP.1L. 14.33]. The same thing is explained elsewhere 
thuc:— When knowledge which produces distinctions has 
undergone complete destruction, (then) who will create the 
wireal difference between the self and the Brahman?” [V, 
PN +1 (Here) the word vidheda means various 
kinds of distinctions, such as those which are found in the 
(varied) forms of gods, animals, men and immoveable things. 
‘This same thing is stated by Saunaka also. thus:—“Thiv 
fourfold distinction also is dependent upon fale know- 
ledge." [V. Dk. C. 20.]. The meaning is this:—Ignorance, 
otherwise called Aarma, forms, in regard to the individual 
self which is of the nature of intelligence, the cause of 
the various kinds of distinctions, such as gods, &c.; and 
when it is totally destroyed by means of the meditation 
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of the Highest Brakman, then who is there that will per- 
ceive, between the individual selfand the Highest Brahman, 
the distinction that consists in having the forms of gods, &c., 
which owing to the non-existence of the cause thereof, hits 
itself become non-existent ? In this very work itself (i. in 
the Vislimu-Purdna) it has indeed been stated that “ An- 
other (power) named avidya and karma (forms the third 
power of the Brakman).” (V. P. VL. 7. 61J.!® In the 
passage—“‘And know also the As/ielrajia (or the individual 
self) to be the same as Myself.” —[B, G, XIIL 2,], and 
in others, the declaration of oneness (between the indivi- 
dual self and the Supreme Self) is based onthe (Brah- 
man) constituting the Self of all in the form of their internal 
ruler, Otherwise, there would arise the contradiction of 
the following and other passages:—"The destructible 
is (made up of) all created beings, and it is stated that 
the indestructible is the etemally unchangeable, Different 
from these is the Highest Person.” [B. G. XV. 16 & 
17.) In this very work (viz. the Bhagavad-Gila), it is 
explicitly stated by the Lord Himself that He is the Self 
of all in the form of their internal ruler, as for instance, 
in the passage—“O Arjuna, the Lord exists in the region 
of the heart of all beings.” [B.G. XVIII. 61.], and ako 
in the passage—“ And I am ako seated in the heart of 
all.” [B, G. XV. 15.]. ‘The same thing is also declared 
in the pascage—“O Gudakeia, 1am that Self who is 
established in the interior of all beings.” [B, G. X. 20.].)3* 
In fact, (here), the word hala denotes the body which 
includes the self also, Because He is the Self of all, for 
that very reason, all things constitute His body ; and 
hence their separate existence is negatived in the passage 
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—"That exists not which is without (Me).” [B. G.X. 39.]. 
‘This passage contains the summary of the Lord’s sovereign 
glories, and has therefore to be understood to possess stich 
1a significance (as has been given above). Next to this, it 
is stated—“Whatever thing is full of glory, or of wealth, or 
of power, know thou that particular thing to proceed from 
a part of My splendour.’— [B. G.X. 41.], and “I stand 
supporting the whole world by a sumall part (of My power)." 
[B.G.X. 42,]. Therefore, in all the éaséraic works,'4° there 
is no establishment of that thing which is devoid of attri- 
utes, nor is there the establishment of llusoriness in regard 
to the totality of perceivable objects, nor also is there the 
negation of the natural difference between the individual 
elf, non-inteltigent matter, and the Lord. 


Tthas been also declared'#*—by the Parvapakshins—to 
the following effect:—The whole universe, with its infinite 
istinetions in the form of the ruler and the ruled and the 
like, is the result of the superimposition of error on an attri- 
Duteless and self-luminous thing. And that error is the be- 
gginningless ignorance (or aviidya) which cannot. be defined 
cither as existent or as non-existent, and which, (neverthe- 
loss) is the cause of those varied and wonderful illusory: pro- 
jections that conceal the true nature of things. And that 
vidya has necessarily to be admitted, because there is the 
following among other <criptural texts (to. prove it) 
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they (ie, the creatures) are drawn away (from the Bral- 
mast) by means of ignorance.” —{Chkand. Up. VII. 3. 2.J; 
because also there would (otherwise). result in regard to 
the Brakmax the impossibility of His being one with the 
individual self, in accordance with what is learnt from 
the grammatical equation found in the passage—‘"That thou 
art”!¢2—and in others like it. That (avidya) again isno real 
entity, because in relation toit there is no illusion and. no 
stultification (of illusion). And it (viz. that avidya)is not a 
uon-entity either, because (in relation to it) there is no ma- 
nifestation and no stultification (of manifestation), 14a 
‘Therefore those that know the truth hold that. this avidya 
(oviguorance) is different from both these alternative ways 
of looking at it. 


‘This (view) is improper. Indeed, residing in what, does 
it (viz. avidya) produce illusion ? Surely, (it does) not (pro- 
duce illusion), itselfresiding in the individual self; because the 
selhood (of the individual self) is itself projected by avidyt 
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(orignorance). Neither (does it produce illusion), itself resid- 
ing inthe Brakman ; because He has the essential nature of 
self-luminous intelligence, and is thus opposed to avidya (or 
ignorance). Moreover, it is admitted (by you) that it (viz, 
avidya) is destroyed by knowledge. “If ignorance, which 
has the nature of unreality and is removable by knowledge, 
may veil the Highest Braman who has the nature of 
intelligence, then who is there that is competent to be its 
remover? If it be said that to know the Brahman to be 
(pure) intelligence is what (really) removes ignorance, (we 
say) that it (viz. such knowledge) also cannot, like the Brahe 
man, certainly be the remover of avzdya (oF ignorance); be- 
cause, it (viz, that knowledge) makes that same (Brahman) 
luminous (i c. intelligible). If it be possible to have the cog- 
nition that the Brakman is (pure) intelligence, there would 
then result cognisability (to the Brakman); but,according to 
‘your own saying, it must be that the Brakman should not 
possess the (cognisable) character of an experience”, 144 
Ifit be said that that knowledge, which ix to the effect 
that the Braimau has the essential nature of intelligence, 
i the destroyer of that avidya (or ignorance), but not that 
(other) knowledge (or intelligence) which constitutes the 
esential nature of the Brahman, we reply that it is not right 
to hold so; because while both possess in common the 
power of bringing the true nature of the Braiman to 
light, its not possible to make out any differentiating 
peculiarity (about them) to the effect that one of them 
is contradictory of avidya (or ignorance), and that the 
other is not. What is said is this :—Whatever is, by means 
of that knowledge which is to the effect that the 
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Brakman has the nature of intelligence, made out 
to be the true nature of the Brakman,—that becomes 
evident of itself on account of the self-luminous character 
of the Brakman; and so, in the matter of contradicting 
aavidya (or ignorance), there is no differentiating peculiarity 
about the knowledge (or intelligence) which constitutes 
the essential nature (of the Brakman), or about that (other) 
knowledge whose object is that (essential nature of the 
Brakman), 

Moreover, according to you—the Pareapakshins, the 
Brakman whose essential nature consists of experience is 
incapable of being experienced by any other experience; 
and so (to you) there can be no knowledge which has that 
(Brahman) for its object. Therefore, if knowledge (or in- 
telligence) is held to be contradictory of avidya, then He 
(viz. the Brahman) is of his own nature opposed (to that 
avidya); and thusit is not possible for that (avidya or igno- 
rance) to reside in the Brahman, The mother-of-pearl and 
other such substances, (on which illusions are superim- 
wed), are themselves incapable of bringing their own real- 
to light, and are not opposed to the ignorance which 
relates to themselves; therefore they require some other 
knowledge for the removal of that (axidya or ignorance), 
But the Brahman constitutes the reality of Himself, as 
established by His own self-experience ; and so, He is 
opposed to that ignorance which relates to Himself, For 
this very reason, it (viz. that ignorance which relates to the 
Brahman) does not further stand in need of any other 
means to remove it. 

However, it may again be said that the knowledge of 
the unreality of what is other than the Brahman is op- 
posed to this ignorance. But it is not so. (Here) it 
has to be discriminated whether this knowledge of the 
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‘unreality of what is other than the Brahman is opposed 
to the ignorance of the real nature‘of the Brahman, or, 
whether it is opposed to that (other) ignorance which 
is to the ‘effect that the world is real, Surely, this 
(knowledge) is not contradictory of the ignorance which 
relates to the real nature of the Brahman, because it has 
not that (real nature of the Brahman) for its object. Indeed, 
there arises contradiction only when (both) knowledge 
ind ignorance have one and the same thing for their object. 
‘The (true) knowledge that the world is unreal is contra, 
dicted by the ignorance (or false knowledge) thatthe world 
is real, By that (knowledge which establishes the unreality 
fof the world), only that ignorance is contradicted which 
leads to the conclusion that the world is real, Hence the 
ignorance relating to the essential nature of the Brahman 
surely continues to persist. It may be said that the ignorance 
Which relates to the essential nature of the Brahman 1s in- 
deed to the effect that He has a second,and that that (igno- 
tance) is removed, as a matter of fact, by the knowledge 
of the unreality of what is other than that (Brakman), and 
that the true nature of the Brakman is made out by self 
experience. But this is not so. If it is established by 
self-esperience that the true nature of the Braliman is to 
be without a second, then there can arise neither that 
ignorance which is opposed to that (true nature) and is 
to the effect that He has a second, nor can there arise any 
stultification of that (ignorance). If it be said that this 
secondlessness is an attribute (of His), we say it is not 
so ; because you have yourselves declared that the Bra/- 
man is essentially of the nature of (pure) experience, and 
is thus free from all attributes that are capable of being 
experienced. Therefore, solely on account of (such) in- 
compatibility, the Brahman, whore essential nature is 
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intelligence cannot be the abode of ignorance (or avidy:a). 


Moreover, he who declares that the Brakiman, whose 
essential nature entirely consists of luminosity, is (never- 
theless) concealed by avidyé (or ignorance),—by him is 
declared the destruction of nothing other than the very 
essential nature of the Brakman Himself, The conceal- 
ment of Iuminosity means either the obstruction of the 
origination of luminosity or the destruction of existing 
(luminosity). Since it is admitted that this luminosity of 
the Brahman is incapable of being a produced thing, the 
concealment of luminosity (here) means only the destruc- 
tion of luminosity. 


Then again it is said that, on account of a misguiding 
thing resident in itself, this objectless and self-luminous 
experience which ig not dependent upon anything else, 
realises itself as having an infinite number of abodes, and 
as having an infinite number of objects to experience ; 
and here it has to be determined whether this misguiding 
thing, which is resident in that (experience) itself, is of the 
nature of a reality, or is of the nature of an unreality, 
Surely, it is not a reality, in as much as it is not admitted 
(by you) to be so, Nor is it an unreality. For if it 
Were an unreality,"43 it (viz. this misguiding thing) must 
be acknowledged to be either the knower, or the known 
object, othe knowledge. Surely, it isnot knowledge, be- 
cause distinctions in relation to the essential nature ofknow- 
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Jedge (or consciousness) are not admitted (by you); and 
‘decause also unreality is not admitted (by you) in relation 
to consciousness itself which forms the basis of illusion, lest 
such (an admission) should give room to the hypothesis 
of the Madhyamikas.'4¢ The knower, the known object, 
and the knowledge (or consciousness) conditioned by them 
(both), may themselves be characterised as constituting the 
misguiding error (for the reason that they are conditioned); 
but then they require another error at their root (to make 
them conditioned and erroneous) ; and thus arises a regres- 
sus in infinitum, And then, wishing to avoid this (difficul- 
ty), you may say that the really existent experience itself, 
which is the same as the Brahman, forms this misguiding 
error, And if the Brakman Himself form the misguiding 
error, then, the appearance of the phenomenal universe 
would itself be dependent upon that (Brahman). What is 
the use of assuming (in such a case) another avidya (or 
ignorance) which is similar in nature to the phenomenal 
universe? If the Brakman Himself have the character of 
the misguiding error, (then), owing to His eternity, there 
would be no final release (to the individual self). There- 
fore, as long as a real misguiding error, different from the 
Brakman Himself, is not admitted, so long it is not 
possible to explain (the theory of) illusion. 


Again, what is the meaning of the (alleged) impossi- 
bility of definition (in relation to avidya)? It may be 
said that this consists in its (j. « avidya's) having the 
characteristics neither of an entity nor of a non-entity; 
if so, such a thing is sure to be incapable of definition, be- 
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catise there is no means of knowing a thing of that kind. 
What is said is this:—The whole of the totality of things 
has to be established as existent (only)by means of (mental) 
‘cognitions, and all cognition relates to entities or non-enti- 
ties, And if it be held that the object of a cognition, which 
vhas (thus) to relate to entities or non-entities, has neither 
the characteristics of an entity nor those of a non-entity, 
then all things might become the objects of all cognitions, 


It may be again stated here as follows :—A cei 
particular thing which conceals the true nature ofall things, 
which is the material cause of various intemal and 
external superimpositions, which is itself incapable of being 
defined either as an entity or asa non-entity, which is 
denoted by the words avidya, ajadna, &c., and which isit- 
self capable of being removed by the knowledge of the real 
ature of things,—(such a thing) is indeed made out, by 
‘means of perception and inference, to be altogether existent 
in the form of an entity, in as much as it happens to be dif- 
{erent from the antecedent non-existence* 7 of knowledge, 
‘The superimposition of such distinctions, as egoity (or 
knowership), knowledge, and the thing known, on the 
internal self, the essential nature of which is concealed “by 
that (avidya) itself, and which (however) is (really) un- 
changeable and is made up of sel(-luminous intelligence, — 
(euch a superimposition) has for its material cause the 
‘Brahman who is conditioned by that (same avidya), 
For the reason that there are various particular states 
‘of that same (avidyd), there also arises, in regard to 
the world which is iteelfa super-imposttion, the further 
superimposition, which consists of (the falsely perceived) 
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snake, silver, &c., that are capable of being stultified 
by (correct) knowledge, and consists also of the (correct) 
knowledge relating to all the various particular things 
(in the world), And the fact also, that all things which 
possess the nature of unreality have that (avidya) for 
their material cause, is made out by the force of the. 
reasoning, that, of a thing which is unreal, the cause also 
deserves to be certainly unreal, Indeed, the perception 
which has for its object that avidya, which forms the cause 
(of such a world), is a direct manifestation (of avidyia) to 
consciousness to the effect—“T am ignorant, 1 donot 
know myself, nor do I know another.” But this (direct 
perception of ignorance) has not for its object the antece- 
dent non-existence of knowledge; for, that (antecedent 
non-existence) is made out with the aid of the sixth means 
of proof, *# whereas this (perveption of ignorance) is quite 
‘as direct as when (one feels) “I am happy.” Even when it 
ix granted that non-existence (of knowledge) is capable of 
being directly experienced, this experience can not deat! 
with the non-existence of knowledge in the self; because 
there is the knowledge (of such non-existence) even at the 
time of this experience, and because also, if it (viz, such 
knowledge) were not existent then, there would be the im- 
possibility of making out that there was no knowledge. 
‘What is said amounts to this :—In this experience— 
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“1am ignorant ‘is there or is there not any cognition of 
the self, namely, the ‘I’, as the thing which has the non- 
existence of knowledge for its characterising attribute, and 
also (js there or is there not any cognition) of know- 
edge as the thing which is opposed to ignorance ? 
If there is, then, wholly owing to self-contradiction, 
it is impossible to have any experience of the non- 
existence of (all) knowledge. If there is not, then that 
experience of the non-existence of knowledge cannot 
at all come into existence, in as much as it depends upon 
the knowledge of the thing characterised by that (non-exist- 
ence of knowledge) and also upon the knowledge of the 
thing which is contrary (to the same non-existence of 
« knowledge). This objection holds good equally in the 
case where non-existence of knowledge is taken to be dedu- 
ible by inference, and also in the case where it is taken 
toform the object that is to be establshed by the means of 
proof known as abhdva (or anupalabdhi).'*® When, how- 
ever, it is granted that this avidya (or ignorance) has the 
nature of an entity, then, even though there is the know- 
ledge of that thing which has this (non-existence of know: 
ledge for its) characterising attribute, and also (the know- 
ledge) of that thing which is contrary (to the non-existence 
of knowledge), it hasto be admitted that there is no con- 
tradiction (between this knowledge and that avidya or 
ignorance which is not merely the negation of knowledge, 
but is a positive entity of some sort). Therefore, this ex- 
perience—‘I am ignorant'—relates only to that avidya (or 
ignorance) which has the nature of a (positive) entity. 
Again, it may be objected that, although (this) ignorance 
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(or aviddya) has the nature of a (positive) entity, yet, it iscon- 
tradicted by the witnessing principle of intelligence, the 
nature of which isto make the truth of things manifest. But 
this is not right. ‘The witnessing principle of intelligence 
does not deal with the truth of things, but deals with this 
ignorance ; for, otherwise, the manifestation to consciousness 
of all such things as are unreal would be impossible, Indeed 
(this positive) ignorance (or avidye) is not removed by that 
knowledge which has (that same) ignorance for its object ; 
and, accordingly, there is here no contradiction (between 
this positive entity called ignorance and the knowledge of 
that same * ignorance’). 

And again it may be said :—This ignorance, although 
{t possesses the nature of an (independent) entity, becomes 
a thing that is directly coguisable by the witnessing prin- 
ciple of intelligence, only in definitive association with a 
particular (external) object. And the object here (which by: 
association defines this ignorance) is_ itself capable of being 
established independently of any means of proof. There- 
fore, how can this ignorance (or avidya), which is defi- 
nitively associated with the thing ‘I’, (that isnot an exter 
nal object), become a thing cognisable by the witnessing 
principle of intelligence ? There is, however, nothing wrong 
in this, ‘The whole of the totality of things is made up of 
objects which are cognisable by the witnessing principle of 
intelligence, either in the form of known things or in the 
form of unknown things. It being so, there is need of the 
interposition of a means of proof to prove only that thing 
which happens to be known as non-intelligent, But to 
prove the thing which is intelligent, <ubjective and self- 
evident, there is no need of the interposition of (such) a 
means of proof. Therefore, the presentation of this thing 
(viz. the thing ‘I') to consciousness, as that which is al- 
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ways definitively associated with avidya (or ignorance) is 
quite consistent with reason. And consequently, by means 
of direct perception which is supported by logical rea-on- 
ing, this ignorance (or avidly) is made out to have indeed 
the character of a positive entity. 

This ignorance (or avidya) which has the nature 
of an entity is established by means of inference also thus : 
—That knowledge, which is obtained with the help of the 
Accepted means of proof and (the nature of) which is the 
subject of dispute (between us), has, for its antecedent in 
time, another existent thing which is different from the 
antecedent non-existence of that (knowledge) itself, and 
veils the objects of that same (knowledge), and is 
capable of being removed by that (very knowledge), and 
iv existent in the same place as that (knowledge) ; 
because it brings to light objects which were unknown 
before, and is thus like the light of the lamp-lame first lit 
up in the midst of darkness, Darkness is merely either the 
absence of light or the absence of the perception of colour, 
but is not a substance ; and if, (on this supposition), it be 
asked how it is that it is put forth here as an illustration 
to prove that ignorance (or avidya) which has the nature 
of a positive substance,—it is replied that, because darkness 
is perceived to possess the conditions of density, thinness, 
&e, and because also (it is perceived) as having colour, it 
‘cannot but be a distinct substance. Therefore this (argu- 
ment here advanced) is unobjectionable. 

Toall this, we make the following reply :—In the cog- 
nition—'T am ignorant, I do not know myself, nor do I 
know another,—that ignorance which has the nature of an 
entity isnot made out either by perception in itself or (by 
perception) as supported by logical reasoning. The contra- 
diction, that has been pointed out in relation to. (the ignor- 
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ance which forms) the antecedent non-existence of know- 
ledge, applies equally well to this (other) ignorance also 
which has the nature of an entity, Is the internal subject 
(viz, the ego) made out or not made out to be that which is 
definitively distinct from ignorance by forming the abode 
and the object (thereof)? If you hold that it is so made 
out, then when it is so made out, how can there remain 
yet that ignorance of it which is capable of being re- 
moved by the knowledge of its true nature ? If you hold 
that it is not so made out, then, how is it possible to expe- 
rience the ignorance which is not associated with the ne- 
‘essary concomitants of an abode and an object ? 

‘Then again, it may be said that the opposite of igno- 
rance consists in the distinct manifestation of the true 
nature (of the ego), and that (to us however) there is that 
apprehension (of the ego) the true nature of which is ine 
distinct ; and that, therefore, even when there is the 
knowledge of that (ego) which forms the abode and the 
object (of this positive ignorance), there is no contradiction 
at all in experiencing such ignorance. Indeed, if this is 
true, the antecedent non-existence of knowledge also forms 
the object of that (ego) the true nature of which is 
distinct, (i.e. this antecedent non-existence of knowledge 
is thus like your ‘positive ignorance’). And the know- 
ledge of the abode of this (negative ignorance also), as 
‘well as of what constitutes its contradiction, relates to that 
(ego) the true nature of which is, (of itself), indistinct, 
‘Therefore, (in upholding your ‘positive ignorance’), there 
is nothing special, apart from the stubborn adherence to 
your own views, 

Even that ignorance, which has the nature of an enti- 
ty,is, while it is being made out as ignorance, really depend- 
ent upon other (correlated) things; just as the apprehension 
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of the antecedent non-existence (of knowledge) is (s0 de- 
pendent), Accordingly, ignorance may be either the absence 
of knowledge, or what is different from that (knowledge), 
‘or what is the opposite of it, In the case of all these three 
(ways of looking at ignorance), the need for making out the 
true nature of that (knowledge, the absence of, the differ- 
‘ence from, or the contradiction of which constitutes ignor- 
ance) has necessarily to be admitted. Surely, in making out 
the true nature of darkness, there is no need of light, 
Nevertheless, when that (darkness) has to be made out 
to be the same as that which is the opposite of light, 
there certainly is needed the (previous) knowledge of 
light. The ignorance admitted by you is never realised 
as it is in itself, but is merely realised as that which 
is not knowledge. Such being the case, it (viz, the 
ignorance assumed to be a positive entity by you) ix 
as dependent upon knowledge as (is the idea of) the non- 
existence of knowledge. And the antecedent non-existence 
‘of knowledge is admitted by you also, and it is moreover 
understood by all. Therefore, it has to be granted that, in 
the cognition ‘I am ignorant, I do not know myself, nor 
do I know another,’ what is experienced is only that ante- 
cedent non-existence of knowledge which is accepted by 
both of us. 

Moreover, the experience of ignorance (or aviddya) is 
not possible to the Braman, whose essential nature is alto~ 
gether made up ofeteral, free, self-lumiaous and uni- 
form intelligence ; because He is Himself of the nature of 
self-experience. If it be said that, even the Brahman, whose 
essential nature is self-experience, perceives ignorance (or 
‘avidya) when that essential nature of His is concealed, it is 
asked, what it isto have the concealment of one's own essen- 
tial nature, Ifit be replied that it is the possession of an 

22 
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unmanifest nature, it is asked again how that Brahman, 
whose essential mature is self-experience, can possess 
an unmanifest nature, Ifit be again said, in reply, that it is 
possible for that Brakman, whose essential nature is 
selexperience, to acquire an unmanifest character through 
the influence of something other than Himself, then, as has 
been already stated, there would result to the Brahman 
the destruction of His own essential nature, owing to the 
influence of that other thing ; because (according to you) 
luminosity (or, in other words, manifest intelligibility) has 
to constitute the essential nature of that (Brahman), owing 
to the fact that an attribute called luminosity is not 
knowledged (by you in relation to the Brahman). Agai 
this ignorance (or avidya), which forms the cause of the 
concealment of the essential nature of the Brahman, 
conceals the Brakman, only after it is itself experienced 
(by the Brahman); and it is after (thus) concealing the 
Brahman, that it in itself becomes the object of His 
experience. Thus there arises the logical fallacy of re- 
ciprocal dependence, If it be said that it (viz, avidya) 
conceals (the Brakman) only after itis experienced (by the 
Brahman), it would follow that that Brahman, whose essen- 
tial nature is not concealed, Himself experiences that igno- 
rance (oF avidy). ‘Then the hypothesis of concealment 
would be purposeless, as also the hypothesis of this (con- 
cealing) ignorance itself; because it must be possible for 
the Brahman to perceive the world also which is acknow- 
Tedged to be the result of ignorance (or avidya), in the 
same way in which (it is possible for Him) to perceive this 
ignorance (or avidya). 

Further, does the Brahman, of Himself, experience this 
ignorance, or (does He experience it) through the influence 
of something other than Himself ? If it be said that He 
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of Himself (experiences it), we reply that, because the ex- 
perience of ignorance is thus associated with the essenti 
nature of the Brakman, there can be no release (from i 
Or, owing to the fact that the Brahman, whose essential 
nature is. experience, acquires thus the character of being 
the experience of ignorance, there will arise the destruction 
of the essential nature of the Brahman Himself, through 
the knowledge which is destructive (of that ignorance or 
avidya);in the same manner in which the perception of silver 
(in a mother-of-pearl) is destroyed by means of the know- 
ledge which stultifies the falsely perceived silver. If the 
Brahman experience ignorance (or avidya) through the 
influence of something other (than Himself), what is 
that other thing? If it be said that it is another igno- 
tance (or avidya ), there would result the fallacy **9 of 
regressus in infinitum. If it be (again) said that after hav- 
ing concealed the Brahman Himself, it (viz. ignorance or 
avidyd) becomes the object of experience, then it is re- 
plied that, in such a case, like Adcha’®* and other causes of 
false perception, this ignorance (or avidya) also, through the 
mere fact of its own existence as an entity, conceals the 
Brahman ; and that, in consequence, there will be no 
removal of ignorance (or avidya) by means of knowledge. 

It may be said again that this ignorance (or avidyia) 
iv itself beginningless, and that it causes the Bratman to 
be the witness’®® of (that ignorance) itself, at the same 


10. Because this other ignorance ignorance produces the concealment ot 
would have to depend upon a third the Bratman atthe same time chat i 
ignorance, which again would have to causes Him to bea witness of ical, 
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time that it also (produces) the concealment of the essential 
nature of the Brakman, and that there is, in consequence, 
no room for fallacies like ragressus in infimum, Se. 
But it is replied that this is not right ; became it 
is impossible for the Brahman, whose exential na- 
ture is elf-experience, to acquire the character of being 
witness without the concealment of His own true na- 
ture, Ifit be said in reply that (the true nature of the 
Brahman) is concealed by some other cause (than igno- 
Tance or avidta), then, it is pointed out that the beginning 
esstiess of this ignorance (or avidyd) is (thereby) given up, 
and the aforesaid fallacy of regressus in infinitum also 
follows. Ione, whose exential nature is altogether uncon- 
ceatled, acquires the character of being a witness, then that 
one cannot posess the character of being altogether the 
basis of self-experience. 

Furthermore, when the Brakiman is concealed by 
ignorance (or aviidya), does not that Brakman shine forth 
evena little? Or does He shine forth alittle ? On the former 
supposition, the Brahman, whose essential nature is pure 
luminosity, becomes non-luminosity; and, as it has been 
already stated more than once, He (thus) acquires the cha- 
racter of a mere nothing. On the latter supposition, it is 
asked, which is the part concealed, and which is it that 
shines forth, in the Brakman who ix uniformly 
ence and Intelligence and Bliss throughout? As it 
possible for a thing, which is destitute of parts, destitute 
of attributes, and is pure luminosity, to have two distinct 
forms, concealment and luminosity cannot, at one and the 
‘same time, exist together in that thing. 

‘Then, again, it may be urged that, when concealed by 
ignorance (or avidy2), the Brakman who is uniformly Exist- 
ene and Intelligence and Bliss throughout, appears like 
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a thing which hasan indistinct nature, Then, of what nature 
is the distinctness and indistinctness of that thing the 
essential nature of which is pure luminosity 2 What is said 
is this:—Whatever is possesed of parts, whatever is 
possessed of attributes, whatever forms the thing illum- 
ined by luminosity,—the complete manifestation of 
that thing is distinct manifestation. That manifestation 
i a few of the attributes (of a thing) are 
absent is indistinct manifestation. It being +0, whatso- 
ever aspect of the thing is unknown, in that aspect, 
there is the absence of luminosity ; and for that very rea- 
son, there can be no indistinctness in relation to luminosit 
Whatsoever aspect of the thing is known, in that aspect, 
the luminosity relating to it is undoubtedly distinct. Hence, 
under all circumstances, there can be no indistinctness in 
relation to what constitutes luminosity. Even in per- 
ceiving an external object as it is, even then indistinet- 
ness consists in not knowing a few of the attributes 
belonging to it. Therefore, when the Brakman who is 
not the object of perception, who is devoid of attri- 
utes, and is pure luminosity, is of Himself completely 
manifest in His own true nature, then that indistinctness, 


which consists in the non-perception of a few of His attri- 
but 


and which is said to be the result of ignorance (or 
iya), cannot at all exist (in relation to Him), 

Moreover, does this indistinctness which is the result of 
ignorance (or avidya) disappear at the rise of the knowledge 
of truth, or does it not? ‘If itdoes not disappear, then 
there cannot be the beatific state of final release, If it diss 
‘appears, then it has to be determined of what form the 
reality is, If it be said that it has a distinctly manifest na- 
ture, then, it is asked, whether or not this distinctly mani- 
fest nature existed before (that reality was veiled by igno- 
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rance or avidyé), If it did exist before, then, (in relation 
to that reality), there cannot be that indistinctness which 
is the result of ignorance (or avidiya), and (there cannot be) 
also the disappearance of that (same indistinctness). If it 
did not exist before, then the beatific state of final release 
acquires the character of an effect, and thus becomes 
impermanent. 

And it has been already stated?*8 that this ignorance 
(or avidya) cannot exist, simply becawe its abode cannot 
be defined, Moreover, even he, who maintains that illu 
sion has an unreal misguiding cause at its root, will find it 
difficult to establish that illusion does not arise without 
2 (really existing) basis (for it to be imposed upon); because 
illusion is possible, even when its basis is unreal, in the 
same way in which that illusion is possible when the mis 
guiding cause producing the illusion and (the reality form 
ing) the seat of (such) a misguiding cause are (both) unreal, 
And from this (possibility of illusion without a real basis) 
there will only follow the nothingness of all things. 

‘What has been stated already to the effect that ignor- 
ance (or avidya), which has the nature of an entity, is 
established by the logical process of inference also,—that 
isnot right; because (such) a logical process of inference is 
impossible. But it may be said that the inference intended 
to establish this has already been given. True, it has been 
#0 given; but it is wrong ; because, in (establishing) the ig- 
norance (accepted by you), the middle term of the syllo- 
gism'#4 proves also that other ignorance which is not accep- 
table (to you), and is hence unfavourable (to you). There 
(ie. in your syllogism), if it (vie, the middle term) does not 
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form the means of proving that other ignorance, then it ceas- 
es to be absolute."# If it daes form the means of proving 
that (ignorance) also, then this other ignorance prevents 
(the Brakman) from becoming the witness of the ig- 
norance (or avidyit accepted by you) ; and consequently, 
the hypothesis of (a positive) ignorance (or aviidya) becomes 
purporeless, 

Moreover, the illustrative example'®¢ is deficient in 
regard to the middle term, because the light of the 
lamp-flame does not really possess the power of illumin- 
ing such things as were unknown before, Indeed, every- 
where, it is intelligence alone that possesses the power 
of illumining (things), For, even when the lamp-flame is 
in existence, in the absence of intelligence, there will 
be no illumination in relation to objects. ‘The senses 
also are merely the means of producing knowledge ; 
Dut they do not possess the power of illumining (things). 
‘The light of the lamp-flame possesses only the power 
of being helpful to the knowledge-producing sense of 
sight, through removing the darkness which obstructs 
(the production of knowledge). ‘The current notion 
that the lamp-flame is an illuminator, depends upon its 
being a serviceable means to the sense of sight, which is 
engaged in the production of that knowledge which illu- 
nines (things). It may be stid—" The light of the lamp- 
flame has been cited by us as an illustration, not 
“because we admit it to possess the same illuminating 


~ 455. If the middle term of the prove the ignorance or avidyd which 
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character as knowledge has; but because we admit that 
knowledge itself has the power of causing such illumina- 
tion ax comes after the removal of what conceals its own 
object.” This is not, however, right. Surely, the charac- 
ter of an illuminator does not consist merely in the re- 
moval of what obstructs (illumination); but (consists) 
wholly in the definite presentation of things (to conscious- 
ness), or, in other words, (it consists) in making things fit 
to be realised, And this (power) belongs only to intelligence. 
If the power of illumining things, that were not illumined 
before, is admitted in relation to such things also as are 
helpful (in the production of knowledge), then, surely 
the power of illumining things not illumined before has 
to be admitted in relation to the senses also, because, (in 
the production of knowledge), they are helpful in the 
highest degree. If it be so admitted, then, because, (in 
producing knowledge), they (viz. the senses) are not 
preceded in time by some other thing capable of being 
removed by them, the middle term (in your syllogism) 
ceases to be absolute, And now let us have done with 
this (kind of criticism.) 

And in this connection there are the following counter- 
syllogistic statements :—That ignorance (or avidya), which 
is the subject of dispute (between us), has not for its 
abode the Brahman who is pure intelligence : because it 
(viz, that avidya) possesses the character of (illusory) non- 
knowledge,*#? like the (illusory) non-knowledge which re- 
lates to the mother-of-pearl, &c ; indeed this hax the know- 
‘er for its abode. That ignorance (or avidya), which 
is the subject of dispute (between us), does not conceal the 
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Brakman who is pure intelligence : because it possesses 
the character of (illusory) non-knowledge, like the (illusory’) 
non-knowledge which relates to the mother-of-pearl, &c 3 
indeed this conceals (only extemal) objects. That 
ignorance (or avidya), which is the subject of dispute (be- 
tween us),is not capable of being removed by knowledge: 
because it does not possess the power of concealing the ob- 
jects of knowledge, Whatever non-knowledge is removed 
by knowledge, that (non-knowledge) conceals the objects of 
knowledge, like the non-knowledge relating to the mother- 
ofpearl,&e. "The Brakman is not the seat of ignorance 
(or avidya), because, (according to you), He, like pots, &c., 
does not posess the quality of being the knower, ‘The 
Brahman is not concealed by ignorance (or avidyia) ; be~ 
cause He is not, (according to you), an object of knowledge, 
‘Whatever is concealed by non-knowledge, that has to be an 
object of knowledge, like the mother-of-pearl, &c, ‘The 
Brakman is not that ignorance (or avidya) which is 
capable of being removed by knowledge ; because He 
is not an object of knowledge. Whatever non-knowledge 
is capable of being removed by knowledge, that (non-know- 
ledge) is an object of knowledge, like (the non-knowledge 
relating to) the mother-of-pearl, &c. ‘That ‘knowledge 
which is acquired with the help of the accepted means of 
proof, and (the nature of) which ix the subject of dispute 
(between us,) has not, for its antecedent in time, any 
ignorance (or avidy) which is different from ite own 
antecedent non-existence ; becanse that (knowledge also) 
possesses the character of such knowledge as is ob- 
tained with the help of the accepted -means of proof; 
like the knowledge which, being derived with the help of 
the accepted means of proof, proves (according to you) 
the ignorance (or avidya) that is admitted by you. —_Know- 
23 
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ledge cannot be the destroyer of an entity; because 
it possesses the ‘character of knowledge, even when it ix 
ot asvociated with the manifestation of any particular 
(constructive or destructive) power, Whatever happens to 
be the destroyer of an entity, that is seen to be either the 
Knowledge o the non-knowledge which is associated with 
the manifestation of a particular power, like the knowledge 
which is possessed by the Lord, and by Yugins and others, 
orlike the (non-knowledge which is found in a) club and 
other similar objects. ‘That ignorance (or awidya) which 
has the nature of an entity is not capable of being destroy 
ed by knowledge; because it possesses the nature of 
aan entity, like pots, &c., (which are not destroyed merely 
by any knowledge), 

It may be said again here that we (actually) see the 
(subsequent) stultifying knowledge destroy fear? 
such emotions, which are (positive entities) caused by: the 
previous (false) knowledge (of a serpent superimposed upon. 
a rope, for instance). But that is not right. Indeed, the 
disappearance of those (emotions of fear, &e.,) is not due 
to knowledge ; because, being transitory, they. themselves 
0 out of existence, and because also, when their cause is 
removed, they never recur again, ‘Their transitoriness is 
made out from the fact that they are experienced, 
like knowledge, only in the presence of that which brings 
them into existence, and also from the fact that they 
are not experienced otherwise, And if fear and other 
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such emotions are not transitory, then, in a continuous 
succession of the same mental impressions which form the 
‘cause of fear and other such emotions, every one of those 
mental impressions will, without any difference whatever, 
act as the cause of the production of fear and of other such 
emotions ; and thus there will be room for many fears (to 
arise without cessation from the same cause to the same 
pervon) : and therefore also (they cannot but be transitory). 

By the mention of purposeless qualifications in the 
statement that (knowledge) has, for its antecedent in time, 
another existing thing which is different from the antece= 
dent non-existence of that (knowledge itself),'5* your 
wonderful skill in-using words is indeed well shown forth, 

‘Therefore, by means of the logical process of inference 
ako, there canot be the establishment of that ignorance 
(or avidya) which has the nature of an entity. 

It will be stated presently that ignorance (or avidya) 
cannot be established by scriptural evidence as well as by 
the evidence of circumstantial presumption in relation to 
the interpretation of the scriptures. This proposition’ ¢” 
also, namely, that the cause of a thing, which is unreal, 
isalo certainly unreal, will be disproved by the logical 
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arguments that are appropriately given in the section" ¢* 
which begins with the aphorism.—(Ehe Brahman) is not 
(the cause of this world) being different from this world 
&eo." (Ved. Sat. 1. 1.4.). 

Hence, there can be no perception which has that 
indescribable ignorance (or aviidya) for its object. It (viz, 
‘that ignorance) can not be admitted to be of such (inde- 
seribable) natureeven though (in relation to it), there are 
perception, illusion, and stultification. Whatever becomes 
manifest to consciousness, that alone forms the object of 
perception, illusion, and stultification. It is not proper to 
assume that what isnot arrived at by means of these modes 
of manifestation, as well as by means of any other mode of 
manifestation, forms the object of these (very modes of 
manifestation). It may be said again, thus:—There is the 
perception of silver, &c,, in the mother-of-pearl, &c.; 
and even at the time of this perception there is the 
stultification to the effect that it (viz.silver) is not in exist- 
ence (there); and one thing cannot, possibly, appear like 
another: for all these reasons, it has to be assumed that 
‘t new indescribable something in the form of this silver 
becomes manifest under the influence of a misguiding cause. 
But it is not right to say «0: because, even when such an 
assumption is made, the appearance of one thing like an- 
other is not avoided; and because it is possible to have 
perceptual manifestation, volitional activity, illusion, and 
stultification (of illusion), only when it is admitted that 
it is possible for one thing to appear like another ; and 
because also it is improper to assume the existence of a 

161, This ection comprises tres mow is ot the case of this world, 
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thing which is absolutely unseen and has no originating 
cause whatsoever. Indeed, this (silver) which is assumed 
(by you) to be indescribable is not perceived (then at the 
time ofthe illusion) to be indescribable, but (is perceived) 
to be nothing other than real silver. If, (however), it 
appeared to be altogether indescribable, then, there would 
be no room for illusion, for stultification, and also for 
volitional activity. Hence, you also have to admit the 
view that it iy only the mother-of-pearl and other such 
things which appear to consciousness in the form’ of silver 
and other such things ; because, when one thing does not 
appear like another, it is not possible to have (the related) 
manifestation, volitional activity, stultification, and illusion 
(in connection with things), and because also it is not 
possible to avoid that (kind of otherwise-manifestation), 
Moreover, even those, who hold other opinions 
regarding the manifestation of things to consciousness, have 
necessarily to accept the appearance of things otherwise 
than as they are, although they may have gone very far (in 
their course of reasoning). According to the view! *? which 
says that what becomes manifest to consciousness is mere 
non-existence, (this non-existence has to appear) in the form 
of existence. According to the view?®# which says that 
what becomes manifest to consciousness is merely the idea, 
(this idea has to appear) in the form of objects, According 
to the view!64 which says that what becomes manifest 
to consciousness is the non-apprehension (of the differ- 
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‘ence (between two things), the characteristic of one thing 
hhas to appear as the characteristic of another thing, and 
two perceptions have to appear as only one ; and even on. 
the supposition that there is no object corresponding to this 
erroneous perception, (a non-existent) object has to appear 
as existent, 

‘Moreover, he, who holds the view that here (i,¢. in the 
mother-of-pearl) a kind of new and indescribable silver is 
born, has also to state the cause of the origin of that (silver). 
It (viz, the cause of the origin of that silver) ean not be the 
mere manifestation of that silver, because that (manifesta 
tion) has that (same silver) for its object, and so cannot, 
itself come into existence before the production of that 
(silver). That (a particular manifestation) has arisen with- 
out relating to any particular object, that that (manifestation 
itself) hasafterwards produced that (object), and then hax 
made it its own object,—this is indeed the teaching of very 
great men!! Again (it may be said that) it (viz. the cause 
of the origin of that silver) isan error (or defect) found in 
the senses, &c, This is not so, because it (viz, such a cause 
of erroneous perception) abides in the person, and so 
cannot have the power of producing an effect that is found 
in relation to external objects. Then again it is not the 
senses (that form the cause of the origin of such silver), 
because they are the means of producing knowledge, Nor 
ate the wrongly affected senses (the cause of the origin 
of that silver), because they also are capable of giving 
rise to something peculiar, only in relation to that know- 
ledge which is produced by themselves, That thebeginning- 
less ignorance (or avidyt) constitutes the cause (of the pro- 
duction of that silver) has, indeed, been already disproved. 

Again, how is it that this indescribable and newly 
Produded totality of things is made to be the object of the 
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notion and of the word which denote silver and other (such 
falsely perceived) objects, but is not made the object of the 
notion and of the word which denote pots and other (cor- 
rectly perceived) things? If it be said that it is due to their 
similarity with silver and other (such falsely perceived) ob- 
jects, then let the notion and the word (which denote this 
new and indescribable totality of things) denote that (tota- 
lity) to be the same as that (silver and other such things 
which are perceived to be unreal). If it be said that it isdue 
to their association with the genus of silver and of other 
(such falsely perceived) objects,it isasked whether this genus 
is real, or whether it is unreal. Surely, it cannot be real ; 
because, (in such a ease), it cannot be (inseparably) arso~ 
ciated with what is unreal, Nor can it be unreal; because, 
(then), it cannot be in (inseparable) association with what 
is real, and because also it is not possible for the notion and 
the word which denote reality to be made to denote that 
which is unreal, Thus we have had enough in the way of 
criticising unripe and fallacious reasoning, 

On the other hand, (the truth is as follows):—“ The 
opinion of those who know the Vedas is that all knowledge 
is real, because, according to the Srafis and the Smritis, 
every thing may become manifest in the form of every other 
thing, At the commencement of (the portion dealing with) 
creation and the other acts (of the Lord) which are preced- 
ed by His yolition—‘May I become manilold’—[Oyhand, 
Up. V1.2. 3]—it is urged inthe Srutéitself—‘(1 will make) 
each of these'¢® tri-partite’.'¢¢—[Qyhand. Up. VI. 3. 3 & 


163, These, namely, the things constituted asto possess the character 
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4]. Thus, indeed, the tri-partition (of the elements) is 
made out by direct revelation. The red colour of fire 
is the colour of (the element) Zejas, the white (colour ot 
fire) is (the colour of the element) of water, and the black 
(colour of fire) is (the colour of the clement) of earth,1¢? 
‘Thus this tripleness of form is shown by the Sruii itself 
to exist in relation to fire itself, It is so stated in 
the Vishwu-Purdra’®® also at the commencement of (the 
portion dealing with) creation, in the following and other 
passages :—Then they (viz. the constituent elements 
Avie jaw 4o equal parts one of which preponderates over the oth 
Unevehalvesis fun to De made pol 167. Nid Chat 
of Bue; IC the other 168, Vide HE PT. 3, 
‘wisivided into wo 469. The constituent elements 
Jjrtone of thee would be seen toe oF Teeter of the universe are as 
vale up of he element of water, and follow in the descending ordet!—(1) 
ie other, of the element of earth. Pradhiee or Pratt, nature, (2) 
Such isthe eae also wlth watery and Medator Budd te * great prince’, 
Carthy things. Hence $0 percent of (3) Adaibtra or egoty; the Tune 
the thingie, made up ofthe ele mirror the subtle and rulimentary 
rent fia, 35 percent, of the ele elements characterised by (y) Sahde, 
iment of wer, and 25 per cent ofthe sound, (6) Sarin, touch, (6) Kapa, 
element of ent, To this form a calour, (7) Rasa, tate, (8) 
Gana, smell; the yromer elements 
element tias preponderaes over the corresponding ta these Tanmdiras ate 
oer two eleenis. Simibsely shat (9) Adin, ether, (10) Vpn ale 
ings elle water inthe camposi- (rz) Tian light or bean, (72) 49, 
ti of Which the element of water water, (42)Saiphile or Pitt, the 
‘reponderates over the other two earth; (i4) the mind; the senses of 
elements of triar and extth. And (15) Srota, hearing, (78) Trad) touch, 
shat thing is called earth im the (17) Chaat sight, (28) Rata, tata 
comporition which the element of (rg) Gandla, smell; and the of 
earth preponderstes over the other ans of (20) speaking, (21) work. 
two elements af awn water. In this ing, (22) wang, andthe organs 
rmanuer every thing inthe workd may connected with (23) defseation and 
bbemsid to contanevery ther thingin (24) reproduction, <The ath element 
theworkd, but i devivesits mame from is theindividea oul, whichis beyond 
that element in its compovtion the Prada, inthe ascending order, 
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themselves) possessing varied powers were, while sepa 
rate, wholly unable to create beings, without (themselves) 
having been thrown together. Having secured combination 
with each other, and abiding in each other, the elements, 
that begin with the universal principle known as the 
mahat and end with the (well known) particular principles, 
have gone to make up the universe indeed.’ '** Further, 
the Stérakara (vis, Badarayana) also has similarly spoken 
of the tripleness of form, belonging to the elements, to 
the effect that, although all created things consist of 
the three elements (of Jejas, water and earth), still the 
mention of water as the name of a particular thing ix 
due to the preponderance of that element in it;17" and 
thus arises a difference of names (in relation to things). 
‘The wise hold that the direction of the Sruti to use the 
iltka plant in the absence of the soma plant is due to 
the presence of the constituents of the soma (in the 
pitika). ‘The we of wild rice (for offerings) in the 
‘absence of cultivated rice ix due to (the wild rice) possess 
ing the characteristics of the cultivated rice. ‘That which 
is found to form a part of any (homogeneous) substance 

that alone is similar (in essence) to that (substance). ‘The 
presence of silver, &c., in the mother-of-pearl, &c., is thus 
taught by the Sruti itself. ‘The difference in the names of 
things such as silver, mother-of-pearl, &c., has preponder- 
ance for its cause. Moreover, the mother-of-pearl, &c., 
are perceived a being similar to silver, &e.. Hence, the 
presence here (j, ¢, in the mother-of-pearl) of that (viz, 
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silver) is determined by perception. Sometimes, on 
account of a defect in the sense of sight, &c., the 
silver-part (in the mother-of-pearl) is apprehended without. 
the shell-part ; and, accordingly, one in quest of, silver 
begins to act in obedience to volition. When the defect is 
removed, and the shell-part of the mother-of-pear! is appre- 
hended, that (volitional activity in regard to silver) ceases, 
‘Therefore, the perception of silver &c., in the mother-of- 
pearl, &c., is real. ‘The relation of the stultified and 
the stultifier also, (existing between these perceptions), re- 
xailts from the preponderance of the one (perception) over 
the other, according as the apprehension of the preponder- 
ance of the mother-of-pearl (over the silver) ix partial or 
complete. ‘Therefore, this (relation of the stultified and 
the stultifier) is not dependent upon their relating to unreal 
things and real things, ‘The rule that every thing has the 
characteristics of every other thing is thus established,” 

In the condition of dreams also, according to the merit 
and demerit of living beings, God Himself creates corres- 
ponding objects, which are capable of being perceived by 
certain particular persons, and which come to their endl after 
4 certain particular length of time. ‘To this same effect is 
the following scriptural text relating to the condition of 
dreams: “There (/.e.in the condition of dreams), there are 
uno chariots, no horses to be yoked, and no roads, But He 
creates the chariots, the horses to be yoked, and the roads, 
‘There is no bliss, no happiness and no joy, but He creates 
bliss, happiness and joy. ‘There, there are no puddles, no 
lakes, and no rivers, but He creates the puddles, the lakes, 
and the rivers. Indeed, Heis the creator.” [Brih. Up. Vs 
3-10.]. Although these things are not at that time (of 
reaming) capable of being perceived by all persons other 
(than the dreamer), yet the Lord creates such things 
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tobe perceived only by each particular (dreaming) per- 
son, Indeed, He is the ereator. That kind of creatorship is 
appropriate to Him who wills the truth and whose powers 
are wonderful, ‘Thisis the meaning (of the above scriptural 
text), Again (jt is stated in the scripture thus) :—« 
Porson, who, engaged in creating things according to Hi 
free will and pleasure, is ever wakeful, while all these are 
asleep, —That is the Brilliant One, That is the Bralman, 
‘That alone is called the Immortal. All the worlds abide in 
Him, an there is none to transcend Him.” [Aath, Uf, 
V.8,], The Satrakgra also, (firet of all) in these two apho- 
risms, namely, “In the intermediate state (i.e. in the dream= 
ing state), there is creation, for, it (viz. the seripture)_xay’ 
(90)."—[ Ved. Sat, 111. 2. 1.], “And some (say the indivi- 
dual self is the creator, sons and others (being the things 
ereated).” [Ved, Sat, ILL, 2, 2.],—supposes the individual 
self to be the ereator in relation to the things seen in dreanis; 
then by means of this aphorism, namely,—**But it (viz, all 
that is xen in dreams) is merely the maya'*7 (of the Lord 
but not the creation of the individual self), because they: 
(viz. the attributes of willing the trath, &c.,) have not 
their nature manifest in full (the individual self in the 
Samsara state),’—[Ved, Sid. I. 2. 3.],—and by means 
of other aphorisms, he shows that the individual self cannot, 
have the characteristics of the creator, because the natural 
characteristics of willing the truth, &c., belonging to the 
individual self, are all unmanifest there in the samsara state, 
‘This wonderful creation, created so as to be capable of 
being perceived by certain particular (dreaming) persons, 
altogether proceeds from the Lord. Seeing that the 
seripture sayx—“ All the worlds abide in Him.” (ath. Up, 
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V. 8], it & made out that the Supreme Self is Himself the 
creator there (i, ¢.in dreams). Thus, he (the Satrakara) 
disproves (the supposition with which he started). To 
him, who, sleeping in a room or in any other plice, 

periences a dream, it is possible to go to another country’ 
with his own body, to be crowned there as a king, to be 
decapitated, and +o on, ‘These are the results of his Aarmie 
inerit and demerit, and are possible only in consequence of 
the creation of another body haying the same form and 
ation as the body that is in the state of sleep. 

the (perception of the) yellow conch and other such 
Lhings (by the jaundiced eye), the ocular rays!*# combined 
with the bilious substance existing in the eye are brought 
into association with the conch and other such things, The 
whiteness belonging to the conch is not apprehended, be= 
cause it is overpowered by the yellow colour belonging to 
the bile, Hence, as in the case of the conch-shell covered 
with gold, there ix the perception that the conch is yellow, 
The biliou substance and the yellow colour, belonging to it, 
‘ure very -ubtle, and are not therefore apprehended by the 
standers by, But, by bint who is (thus) aflicted with bilious= 
nes, they are, though subtle, apprehended well, because 
they have proceeded from his own eyes and are. thus 
in very clowe proximity (to him). They are also, 
though at a distance, apprehended by means of the 
ocular rays, which possess that pecutiar power which 
is due to having apprehended them (in close proxi- 
mity). A. crystal gem lying close to a china row 
is apprehended to be red, because it is overpowered 
by the brilliant coloration of that (china rose), Al- 
though the (coloured) brilliance of the china rose radi- 
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lites in all directions, yet it is apprehended with great 
clearness, only when it is in association with a transpar- 
tent substance (like the crystal gem). ‘Thus, this (redness 
of the crystal gem) is capable of being established by 
perception. .\gain, the perception of water in a mirage pos 
sesses the character of reality, because water is (always) 
foundin assveiation with both the elements of “jas and earth, 
ind because there is (here) no apprehension of (jas and 
carth on account of some defeet in, the sense organs, and 
becatise also there is the apprehension of water through the 
influence of some unseen agency. Also, in regard to 
the circle of fire produced by the rotation of a fire- 
brand, the perception of that (circle) is rightly caus 
ed, in consequence of there being no apprehension 
of the interspaces (between any two successive positions 
of the fire-brand), owing to the very rapid motion 
of the fire-brand and its consequent association with wll the 
parts (of the circumference), Even in the perception of this 
circle, there is indeed such apprehension of certain parti- 
cular objects in association with certain particular posi- 
tions, as is attended with the non-apprehension of the 
interspaces, In the case of some positions there is the non- 
apprehension of interspaces, for the reason that the inter- 
spaces are themselyesabsent, In other positions, there is the 
non-apprehension (of interspace) on account of the rapi 
ity of motion. Such is the difference (between them), 
Therefore, this (perception of the circle of fire) is based upon 
reality. ‘The pereeption of one’ own face in the mirr- 
or and in other such things is also based upon reality, ‘The 
rays proceeding from the eye are stopped and reflected 
in their movement by the mirror and other such things; and 
thus, they fitst apprehend the mirror and other such things» 
and then apprehend one’s own face and other similar 
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objects. Tn this case also, on account of the rapidity of 
movement (of the ocular aura), there is no apprehension 
of the interspace (between the mirror and the image), 
aand consequently there is such a perception, - \bo in 
regard to the illusion relating to direction in pace, since 
any other region of space may be actually found to 
exist in this (region of space), that other region of space is, 
Uhrough the influence of some unseen agency, apprehend. 
ed as if unasociated with this region of space, There- 
fore the apprehension of one region of space as another 
is ako based upon reality itelf Even in the 
case of the perception of two moons and other such 
perceptions, there is a division caused in the movement 
‘of the aura proceeding from the eye, owing to fimira, 174 
pressure with the fingers, &c., and hence there arises 
variety in the means intended to help (the apprehension 
of the moon), Thus a duality of the means which are in- 
dependent of each other forms the cuuse of the two ap- 
prehension: of the (one) moon. Of this (duality), one means 
Aapprehends the moon in its own place. But the second 
one, being somewhat crooked in its movement, first 
apprehend the region near to the moon and then appre= 
ends the moon there as dissociated from its own place. 
‘Therefore, in the apprehension of the moon in association 
with two regions at the same time, there arises, on account 
of the variety in the apprehension, a variety in the form 
of the thing apprehended; and there is also the absence of 
the apprehension of unity, Thus there is this particular per- 
ception to the effect that there are two moons. ‘The asso- 
Giation of that (moon which is perceived in a place other 
than its own), with that place which is other than 
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is due to the incessant apprehension of (that) 
other pluce and of the moon as unassociated with ite own 
place, ‘Therefore, the two apprehensions of the moon 
ich are associated with two regions are also real. On 
account of there being a duality in the apprehension, the 
uality of the form which is apprebended in relation to the 
moon is alo real. However, it may be held (here) 
that of the two apprehensions of the moon which are chia. 
racterised by two different qualifications, only one moon 
has to be the object. But, in such an apprehension, there 
isno power possessed by the eye itself (to reduce it to 
only one apprehension), as (there is) in the case of the 
recognitive cognition ; and so the ocular perception 
(of two moons) continues to remain as such, Although 
both the eyes form (only) one means intended to help (the 
apprehension of things), nevertheless, we have to assume 
from the effect produced (in this case of double vision) 
that the aura proceeding from the eye becomes changed into 
two means intended! to help (the apprehension of things), 
{or the reason that it (viz. that aura) is split up by dimira and 
other stich misguiding causes, But when the misguiding 
cause is removed, the moon, as associated with its own region, 
becomes known by means of only one apprehension, 
‘Therefore, the belief arises that the moon is only in one 
place, ‘This duality of the means is due to the migguiding 
cawe ; the duality of apprehension is due to that (duality 
‘ofthe means); the duality in the form of the thing appre- 
hended is due to that (duality of apprehension), According 
ly, it (viz, this explanation) is faultless, ‘Therefore 
it is asettied conclusion that the totality of all perceptions 
{s (altogether) based upon reality, 

Criticisms of the other theories of perception are 
fully given by those who maintain those (various) theories 
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themselves, and so no attempt is made (here) in the way of 
(discussing) them. Or rather, what is the use (of indul- 
ging) in too many forms of discussion of this kind? To 
those who accept the whole collection of the criteria of truth 
known as perception, inference, and scripture, and who ac- 
knowledge that Highest Brakman who is understiod 
by means of the scripture, who is devoid of the least 
taint. of all evil, who is possesed of hosts of innumer- 
sable auspicious qualities unsurpassed in excellence, and 
who is omniscient and wills the truth—— (to them), 
what is there that eannot be proved and what is there that 
caumot be accomplished ? Indeed, the Divine Lord, who is 
the Highest Brahman, creates the whole of this world to 
suit the merit and demerit of the individual souls, so that it 
may be enjoyed (and endured by them), Accordingly, by 


Him there are created certain things which form the common 
‘objects of experience to all, and are capable of being 


experienced as the experience of (Aarmic) results in the form 
of pleasures, pains, and states of indifference to pleasures 
and pains; and (by Him are also created) certain other things 
which are the objects of the experience of certain particukit 
persons only, and which last only for a certain length of 
time, and are to be experienced as subject to various specifie 
conditions. It being 0, the relation of the  stultified and 
the stultifier (between these two sets of things) ix due to 
the one constituting the object of the exprience common to 
all, and the other not constituting such an object. 
‘Thus the whole (argument) is perfectly appropriate. 

‘Then ayain what has been urged'?® to the effect that 
(the avidva), which is unfit to be defined either 
‘an entity of as a non-entity, is established by revelation, 
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—that is not right; because in the following scriptural 
passage—Anritena hi pratynghak'**—and in others, the 
word anrita does not denote what is indescribable, Indeed, 
the word anrita denotes what is not rita, The word rita 
expresses Aarma'?* (or the fruits of action), because it is 
stated'** in the scripture that “there are the two enjoy- 
ing ila (or the fruits of action)." ila is that karma 
which is free from attachment to fruits, which consistsin the 
worship of the Highest Person, and the fruit of which is the 
attainment of that Person, Here (in the passage under 
discussion), anrita is the karma which is different from this 
(rita), and (therefore) has samsara’* for its result, and is 
(thus) opposed to the attainment of thie Braman, This (we 
learn) from the scriptural passage"#?—They (i, ¢. theerea~ 
tures) do not obtain this world of the Brakman, being 
drawn away by anrita,” Also in the passage 
Then there was neither existence (sad) nor non-existence 
(asat)’—the words saf and asa‘ refer to intelligent and non- 
intelligent objects as produced by the secondary particular 
creation ;1*? because this passage is intended to establish 
that the two things, which, as found at the time of creation, 
are denoted by the wonts sa/ and fyat!88 and form the 
176. Vide nprapp. 31 & 157. Thisis 80, Vide CiAdne. Up. VII 3.2 
apparently a quotation om Cekind, 181, Tait. Br. ll. & 9. & R. 
UpNU 3 2—"Foe they (he. the X, 125.1 & 3. Vide are p 3. 
feature) are drawn away (foes the 182, This is the ereston of form 
Brahmas) by means of ene possessing conscious and wnconacous 
172. Bite ray also mean religious bois taking place ater the creation 
duties or works performs io this of undifferentiated primordial matter. 
if eath am, 183, Vide Tat Op. 11, 6 14 where 
198. Vide Karke Up. 11 1. the individual self which is ntl 
179. The word semadra means the geatand the no-itellgent Prati, 
everrecuring succession of Lirths or nature in ie undiferensated pr 
‘and deaths and the consequent eBt- moral state, are rexpectively called 
Inianceot the hondage of the soul. Satan Ty, forthe reason that the 
35 
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differentiated intelligent and non-intelligent objects pro- 
duced by the secondary particular creation, are, at the 
time of universal dissolution, absorbed into the thing which 
is denoted by the word Zamas’*4 and constitutes the undif- 
ferentiated primordial non-intelligent matter. In this 
(passage), there is no mention made of anything which 
is said to possess the character of being indescribable either 
as an entity or as a non-entity ; because only the absence, 
at a particular time, of the things denoted by the words sa¢ 
and asat is (herein) mentioned, What is denoted by the 
word famas here is made out to mean undifferentiated 
primordial non-intelligent matter from another scriptural 
passage (also) which isto the effect—“The avyadta’ 
is absorbed into the akshara; the akshara ix absorb- 
ed into the famas.” (Sub. Up. U.]. By the word 
famax is denoted the subtle state of that prakriti which 
is made up of undifferentiated primordial non-intelligent 
matter ; this is indeed true, But if itbe said that this 
(prakriti) is denoted by the word maya, as in the passage 


vidual sel iy incapable of wder- renin sts, i called the 

any transformation, and the Aribhodiatamay ji its first deren 
onintligent Predst is expable of sited state, i is called the Pibhutin- 
ndergoing seansformations at ll temas i is next atte tf called 
wis. the Adshare in which even the quali- 

184, Tuts is one of the mares of ies of Salve. Rajas ned Tama ar not 
the Pradhine or the Pratpi in ise seen ob difleentiated and in which 
sundiferentised primordial sate Vide it is also sald to be promiseuously 
Sub, Up. Inthis sate, ies said mized up with he ndividual sf nity 
to be very subile so that it eannot be las state, itis ealled the Aeyokie in 
easily distinguished fom the indivi- which the diferentation of the three 
dal self with which ic is foraciably Guyer has begun to take place. From 
ssscintd. this Apedte proceeds the principle 

185, Four-dffeent states of the known as the Maha, fromm this again 
Pratytor nature are mentioned in proseeds the principle called Adai- 
‘Sab. Cp. Uv its primary nif. ira or egity; and 20 on, 
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“Know then that prakriti is maya.” [Svet. Up. 1V. 
10.], and that it is therefore indescribable; it is replied that 
it ix not s0, becatwe the word maya is not known to ex- 
press what is indescribable. If it be said (again) that, 
the word maya, being synonymous with unreality (i ¢ 
ignorance or avidya), expresses what is indescribable, it 
is replied that this (also) is not right. Indeed, the word 
‘maya does not, in all cases, denote unreality (i. ¢. ignorance 
or avidya) ; because the word maya is used to denote the 
weapons of Radshasas and Asuras which, surely, are real- 
ly existent things. Accordingly, there is this passage :— 
“The thousand mayas (or wonderfully created weapons) of 
‘Sambara were destroyed one after another by that quickly 
moving (discus of the Lord) in guarding from injury the 
body of the boy (Prahlida)." [V. P. I. 19. 20.]. Hence the 
word maya denotes the creation of wonderful things. 
Prakriti also is called by the name of maya, because it 
certainly possesses the power of creating wonderful things, 
‘The scriptural passage—“Out of this (frariti), He, 
who is the owner of the maya (i, ¢. the Lord), creates 
this world wherein another being (viz, the individual self) 
is bound down by maya."—[Svet. Up. 1V. 9.]—also points 
out that the Arafriti, which is denoted by, the word maya, 
possesses the power of causing the creation of wonder- 
ful things. ‘The Highest Person is called the Mayin, simply 
because He is the owner of that (maya),” € but not because 
He is characterised by ignorance (or avidya). Indeed, it 
js stated in the scriptural pasage—" And in that (world) 
another being (viz. the individual sou!) is bound down by 
[Seet Up. IV. 9.], as also in the passage—M When 
the individual soul, that has beew asleep under the influence 


186, The word wip means either tow. Italso means skill, knowledge, 
wonderful powers or woederfal exes &e. 


196 Sri-Buisnya. [Chap. J, Part, 1. 


of the beginningless maya, wakes up, (then he knows the 
Unborn One).”—[ Mang. Up. I. 21.], that the individual 
soul is bound down by maya (i.e, by nature). In the (follow- 
ing) scriptural passage also—‘ Indra (iz. the Highest Lord) 
is known to assume many forms through mayas (or His 
wonderful powers of ereating things)’—[Bril. Up. Ul. 5. 
.]," *Tthe wonderful powers (of the Lord) are denoted (by: 
the word maya). Indeed, it is only for this reason that it is 
said—"He (i, ¢, the Lord) shines very much like foash¢ré 
(ie the creator).” [R. V. VI. 47. 19.]. Indeed nothing 
shines forth that is overpowered by unreality (viz, jgnor- 
ance or avidya). Even in the pasage—“ My maya 
is difficult to transcend."—[B. G. VII. 14.], it is stated 
that it (viz, mayd) consists of qualities ; therefore, what 
is denoted (by maya) is that pradriti itselé which is 
made up of the three qualities (of saltva or goodness, 
rajas or passion, and Jamas or darkness). ‘Thus, by means 
of the scriptures, there is no establishment of that ig- 
norance (or avidya) which cannot be described either as 
an entity or as a non-entity, 

Nor (is that ignorance or avidya established) by means 
of the inappropriateness (which, in the absence of ignorance 
or avidyd, would result) in relation to the teaching of 
unity (between the individual self and the Supreme. Self). 
For,in the passage" *8—“That thou art;’—there is the teach- 
ing of unity between the individual self and the Supreme 
Self; yet we do not see here any such inappropriatenes: as 
forms the cause for assuming that ignorance (or avidva) 
which is contrary to (the nature of) the Brakman who is 
referred to in the context, who is known here by. the word 


187. Vide also 2. ¥. Vi.g7, 18, 7.8 also nc 142 expe, 
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“That', who is omniscient, and who wills the truth, and is 
the cause of the creation, preservation, and destruction of 
all the worlds, The teaching of unity (here) is very ap- 
propriate, because by the word ‘thou’ also, (as by the 
word ‘That’), is denoted the Brakman whose body is the 
individual soul. By the scriptural passage—“ Entering in 
along with this individual self which is (also) the same ax 
Myself, I evolve the differentiation of names and forms," — 
(Gihand, Up. V1. 3. 2.]—it is stated that all things pos 
sexs names and forms only to the extent that they include 
the Highest Self. Hence, there need be no assumption of 
ignorance (or aviiya) in relation to the Brahman, 

In the Ztihasas and the Purdnas'*? also, the discuss 
sion regarding any avidya that is related to the Braliman is 
nowhere to be found. Nevertheless, it may be said as 
follows:—The passage ®” beginning with—“The Lights are 
Vishnu"—[¥.2. IL. 12. 38.]—lays down the proposition 
that the Brahman is the only reality; then the passage 
beginning with*®'—“ Because the Lord has the nature 
of Intelligence, therefore, He (has the All for His 
form)’—explains that the world which is differentiated by 
the distinctions of mountains, oceans, lands, &c., 
is the result of the display of avidyé in relation 
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1p, Vide spre p 136. me 19h. Vide unpre ps gt, where the 
ye. Advwaitins 220 made to quote shi 

190, The whole of this passage passage thus +—" Because the Lord 
is ay follows:—"The Lights are is of the nature of Incelligence, 
Vishpu, the worlds are Vishpu, the therefore He has the All for His 
forests ate Vishpu, the mountains form. But He is mo material thing. 
‘and the regione of space, the rivers Know thes that the distinctions, of 
And the seas, all that is existent mountain, ocean, land, &c. are indeed 
and all that is non-esistent, ate all oem out of Him and are the outcome 
He alone, O thou, the best of Brah- of illusion in Intelligenre.” ¥, 
apes!” Pik 12.35. 
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tothe Brakman whose esential nature is altogether In- 
telligence; afterwards the passage**? beginning with— 
“But when...,....there remains Intelligence alone) in its 
own form, and pure, (then indeed cease to exist the fruits 
of the tree of illusion)’—confirms that it (viz, the world) 
is the result of the display of ignorance, by means of the 
fact that, at the time when the Brakman, whose true 
nature is Intelligence, exists in His own natural state, there 
ix to be found no distinction whatever between things ; 
thereafter by means of the two stanzas, one beginning 
with!®»—“ Is there any (external) object "—and the other 
beginning with'®4—Mahi ghatatvam (which means “the 
mud, the formation of a pot out of it,”)—the unreality of 
the distinctions between things is stated even from the 
stand-point of the perception'®® of the world; then the 
192 Thisagain his been quoted 194. Thispassage may be traniat- 
according 10 the Adwaiinr on pp. 31 ed thuns—Thote who, through the 
& 32 spre, thus:—" But when, feflence oftheir own Alrmay ae p= 
afterall the effects of works are de- ened from having correct notions 
stroyed, there remains Intelligence regarding (the nature of) the elf 
alone in Its own true form, pure and —by them are seen (those various 
devoid of evi, then hndeed cease states of matter suchas) the mud, the 
to edit thove fruits of the wee of formation of 2 pot (out of it} the 
ison, which form the distinc breaking (up of that pot) Hnto tno 
tions of things fa things.” 1% 2, —alves fs turming into parties their 
11, 13, 49. turing ito dost, and tis again into 
to The whole of thie pas: atomie- (This being 1), tell me 
age is to the following whether thie (mater an be the (ie 
effect Is these anywhere any changeable) reality. V2. 11.12.42. 
(easernal) object which fs with- 195. According to the Aituas 
fut teginning, midile and end, tir, the true nature of perception iq 
which is always usifor, and which, to apprehend the one Reality which 
moreover undergoes changer of state, exits a alltime, but not 19 appre- 
and which frequently is not what it end thove distinctions which make 
wos, Msuch a thing there be, bow up the work! apd ate all super-impor- 
fan itfodeod be the ratty?” "V. 2, eon the Reality by Ignorance or 
Mag Atslye. Vide supra yp. 42 8 43. 
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‘stanza beginning with*®¢—«Therefore, (there can be) noth- 
ing other than Intelligence"—sums up the already enuneiat- 
ed unreality of whatever is different from the Brahman; then 
by-mcaie of the passage!" beginning with—" The 00s In 
telligence...(is apprehended in many ways)’—it is made 
clear that one’s own Aarma alone is the basis of ignorance 
(or avidya) which is the cause of the perception of differ- 
ence jn relation to the Brahman whose true nature is In- 
telligence ; then, by means of the passage’®® beginning 
with—The Intelligence which is pure. is one).” 
—the true nature of the Braman, who has the character 
of Intelligence, is examined; and (lastly) by means of the 
passage! ?9—«(Thus) have I told you of what is real, &c,’— 
the truth has been taught to you to the effect that the 
Brakman whove true nature is Intelligence is alone real and 
nothing else(is real); that everything else is certainly unreal; 
and that the reality of the world and all other things is 
merely phenomenal. And such, indeed, is seen to be the 
teaching (given in the Vishew-Purdna in the portion 


196, Thin passage is found which is pure, devoid ofevi, devoid of 
‘qvoted on p32 supre 28 follows— sorrow, adi ee fom contact with 
‘Therefore, at no time and in no il greed, sone and always one 
place, can there be any group of the Highest and the Highest Lord ; 
things other than Intelligence, O He is Vasudeva, other thas who 
thou, the twiceboon one. V2 2.1L, there be nothing. WU. 13,44. 
1s 199. This again is quoted on p. 

197 This fs the second half 32. myfra as fllows;—Thus have 
of the pasaage ATL 12. 432 1 told you of what is real ex- 
‘The One Ineligence is apprehended istence, nd how Intelligence is real 
in many ways by those whose minds and all else is unreal ; and 1 have 
are variously constituted on account told you also that this which ix phe- 
ofthe variety of their ons Karmas. nomena realised well for practical 

198. This passage runt thes on purposes is that on which the world 
P. 3% spre The Intelligence is dependent. ¥ PU. 12.45. 
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named Bhusanakosa).*®? 
All this is not right, Here, after explaining in exéenso the 
nature of the world which is conceived to be an unopened 
flower-bud,-another form of it that was not mentioned 
before isset forth briefly, beginning with?" “Listen,” In 
the world which is made up of the intelligent and the non- 
intelligent things, that intelligent part, the individual pecu- 
liarity of which is beyond the sphere of speech and mind 
and which is known to itself, and which, being entirely of 
the nature of intelligence, is untouched by any modifica 
tions of matter, (that part) is expressed by the word ‘exist- 
ence’, for the reason that it is indestructible, But the non-in- 
telligent part undergoesa variety of modifications caused by 
the karma ofthe intelligent part,and is destructible; and it is 
(therefore) expressed by the word ‘non-existence’, And both 
form the body of Vasudeva, the Highest Brahman, and have 
Him for their Self, ‘Therefore, this form (of the Lord) ix 
(thus) briefly described here, Accordingly, in the passage— 
“That water?®* which is the body of Vishnu, from that, O 
200, Biwranadoja is the name which live in them (has also been 
sven to chapters # to 12, of the described). Listen again to another 
second Aina of the Vishys-Periga, description which i rel 
becnuse Un these chapters the world a8. Here tater is used 40 a (0 
i described “under the conception mean the primordial abst 
ofa lotus-bud. Vide 7.711.210. the whole universe known 
Brobminde; because water bi 
bel to Bethe it creates thin 
in tthe Sl-eistent Lord is sad 10 
‘ave place the seed which became 
the Lights ofthe divisions of the golden egg. Out of which vas born 
terrestial world, and of the ccesns the fourfaced Brahm, the creating 
and of the mountains, has all teen deity. Hence primordia matter and 
described at length, as ako of the all ite evolved modifications are 
lowlands between she principal denoted by the word ster here, Cf. 
fmountaing, and of the rivers. also Afanw 1.$.& get 509, 
‘Moreover, the ature of the Benge 
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Brahmana, sprang the earth, lotus-shaped, together with its 
mountains, oceans, and all other such things.’—[V. P. IL. 
12, 37.J—it is said that, because water forms the body of 
‘Vishnu, the world also, being a modification of water, forms 
the body of Vishou, and that Vishnu is the Self of that 
(world). Hence, he (Paraéara) says that, of the grammatical 
‘equation which is itself an explanation of the teaching of 
identity (between the individual self and the Supreme 
Self) as found in all scriptures, and which is also dealt 
with in the passage??? beginning with—“ The Lights are 
Vishnw"—(of that equation) the foundation is nothing 
other than the relation of the soul and the body (be- 
tween the Bralman and the universe). In this sastraic work 
(viz. the Visliw-Purdna) itself, even earlier (than in. this 
context), this very thing is mentioned more than once 
thus —"They are all His body”—2"* “The whole of that is 
the body of the Lord,"-*°*"Being indestructible, He alone ix 
the Self of all beings, and has the form of the universe,”*6 
‘This identity (between the individual self and the Supreme 
Self), as consisting of the relation of the body and the soul, 
is taught by the equation stated in the passage beginning 
with—“The Lights are Vishnu.” Here, the thing 
which has the nature of existence and (the thing) which 
has the nature of non-existence, both of which are found 
in the world, are spoken of as forming the body of 


30%, Vide fra p.1o7.n-190. which containe this stmtement and ip 

aay. Vide VAL 22. 86, to the fellowing effet Whatever 
‘The whole passage containing this forms the instrumental eause of any 
statement runs thus -—"Here, there, created thing which Is created by 
‘of anywhere else, whatever things any living being, the whole of that, 
‘exlstembodied and unembodied, they O Brilmays, is the body of the 
are all His body.” Lord, 
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Vishnu, and as having that Vishnu for their Self. This (viz, 
the individual soul) is of the nature of existence; that (vir, 
prakriti ot matter) has the nature of non-existence, The 
reason for this (viz, prakriti) having the nature of non- 
existence ix given thus:—“Because the Lord is of the 
nature of Intelligence, therefore, He (has the All for His 
form)".2°? The natural form of the Lord, who is established 
As the Self of all the individual souls, is Intelligence alone ; 
but it is not the form of things such as gods, men, and other 
embodied objects; and because this is +o, therefore, the forms 
of non-intelligent matter such as gods,men,ocean,land, and 
other such things are the result of the display of His intelli- 
gence, and are based upon the continuous apprehension of 
the self-differentiations of that (self) which is known ax 
existence, and which has altogether the nature of intelli- 
‘gence ; they (via, those differentiation) are in the form of 
gods and other material embodiments ; that is, they are 
based upon Aarma which (in its turn) is based upon the 
continuous apprehension of the forms of gods and other 
material embodiments (in association with the self). This 
is the meaning (of the stanza under discussion), From this, 
it is implied that, because the non-intelligent thing is the seat 
of transformations according to the karma of the individual 
soul, therefore it is expressed by the word ‘non-existence’, 
and that all else is expressed by the word ‘existence’, He 
(Paraéara) explains this same thing in the passage?®® be- 
ginning with—" Bat when......(there remains intelligence) 
in its own true form, and pure,........then, indeed, cease 
to exist the fruits of the tree of illusion).” When, after 
the destruction of all the Aarmas which form the basis for 
the continuous apprehension of the selfdifferentiations (of 


4207. Vide tee p. 31. & ako n. 
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the self) in the form of gods, &c., the thing which is called 
the self, and the nature of which is pure intelligence, 
becomes free from evil and perfectly pure and assumes 
its own natural form, then, among things, there will 
not be those distinctions of things which are intended 
for the ‘enjoyment’ of the (self), and which are them- 
selves the results of the arma that is at the root 
of the supposition that the self is identically the same with 
material forms, such as those of gods, &c. ‘Those modifi- 
cations of the material entity, which are in the form of 
gods, men, mountains, oceans, lands, &c., and which form 
the objects of enjoyment among those things known as 
gods, &c,, and which are wrongly taken to be the same as 
the self,—they cease to exist when the karma which forms 
their basis is destroyed. Therefore, the meaning is that 
the non-intelligent thing, which is capable of being found in 
certain particular states which last only for a time, has to be 
denoted by the word ‘non-existence’, and that all else has to 
be denoted by the word ‘existence’; because this (latter) isjat 
all times, altogether of the form of self-evident intelligence, 
Accordingly, in the passage beginning with— Is there (any 
where) any (external) object,”*°*—he (Pardiara) says that 
the non-intelligent thing is to be denoted by the word 
‘non-existence’ alone ; because, every moment, it becomes 
altered in form and is, in consequence, found in conditions 
which last only for a time, Indeed, that thing which is 
always uniform and which is without beginning, middle 
and end, is that which is denoted by the word ‘existence’; 
because it is not proper to think of it as non-existent at 
any time. Nothing that is non-intelligent is seen uny- 
where to be of that description, In the pasage beginn= 


40, ‘This ie she fvet half of Vo PLTI, 12,41, Vide supra 198. n, 193. 
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ing with??’“(Is there anywhere any external object) 
which, moreover, (undergoes) changes of state’—he 
(Paraéara) says what it then (really) is. That thing which 
undergoes changes of state every moment,—that gives up 
its former states one after another, as it passes into 
latter states one after another; and so, when it is in any 
one of its former states, it can not be in simultaneous as- 
sociation with any one of its latter states. Hence, at all 
times, it is to be denoted by the word ‘non-existence’ 
alone. ‘That it has, indeed, to be so made out, is declared in 
the pasage** beginning with Maki ghatatvam, Tho 
who, through their own Aarmas, are found in the form of 
gods, men, &c., and are, in consequence, prevented from 
having correct ideas regarding the (nature of the) self,—by 
them, the non-intelligent thing which is the object of their 
‘ enjoyment ' is perceived to undergo transformations every: 
moment, The meaning is that it is actually experienced 
(to be of such a nature). This being the case, is there 
any non-intelligent thing which is seen to be always in 
the same state and to be without beginning, middle and 
end, and thus deserves to be denoted by the word ‘exist- 
ence’? The intended conclusion is that there is no such 
thing. Because this is 0, therefore, the non-intelligent 
thing, which is different from the self the true nature of 
which is intelligence, is never and nowhere fit to be 
denoted by the word ‘existence’, Accordingly, he (Paraéara) 
gives the passage™*? beginning with—“Therefore, (at no 
time and in no place can there be any collection of 


210. This is thelatterhalf of the A, 1.32. 42, 

passage Vi P11. 12,41. Vide supra 212, Thins the rst halfof sansa 
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things) other than intelligence.” But the self has every- 
where the uniform nature of intelligence, and is, in con 
sequence, e-xentially opposed to the distinctions known ax 
gods, &c, Nevertheless, those who think of the self itself 
as being differentiated by those distinctions known as 
gods, &c, which are based upon the various kinds of 
karma performed by themselves and form the cause of 
their entering into the bodies known as gods, &c.,—(they) 
imagine (the self) to be so varied in nature ax to 
correspond to each of those particular forms. Accord- 
ingly, he (Paraéara) says in the passage? beginning with— 
“The one intelligence is apprehended in many ways"—that 
the conception of those distinctions is not due to anything 
in the essential nature of the self (itself). Indeed, the essen 
tial nature of the self is free from karma; and for that 
very reason, it is untouched by prakriti (or nature) which 
acts as a taint, ‘Therefore again, it is dissociated from all 
evil qualities such as sorrow, ignorance, greed, and the like. 
It is one, because it is not capable of increase and de- 
crease; for that very same reason, it is always in the 
same state; and forming the body of Vasudeva, it has 
Him for its Self, because there is nothing which has not 
Him for its Self, Accordingly, he (Pariéar) gives the 
passage—‘“The intelligence, which is pure,...(is one)."=14 
‘The intelligent thing, being always in the same state, ix 
denoted by the word ‘existence’. But the non-intelligent 
thing is every moment subject to modifications, and is thus 
always subject to destruction ; therefore it ie always fit to 
be denoted by the word ‘non-existence’. The world, which 
ig thus made up of these intelligent and non-intelligent 


23. This is the tecond half of 21g FP. HM. 12, 44. Vide 
stanza VP, U1. 12. 43. Vide expen supra p. 199.3: 108, 
Be 199. 197. 
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things, forms the body of Vasudeva, and has Him for 
its Self. Thus the reality of the world is very well 
explained. For this same purpose, (Paraéara) gives the pas- 
sage?! beginning with—“Thus (have I told you) of what is 
real." Here, (this explanation of what is) real (sat- 
yam) and unreal (asalyam) concludes the topic the con- 
sideration of which was begun in the passage??®—* All 
that is existent and all that is non-existent (are Vishnu),” 
‘This thing (viz. the self) is altogether of the nature of 
telligence, and ix thus similar throughout ; and its essen- 
tial distinction (from other selves) is inexpressible by means 
of words. And it is this thing alone which, when mixed 
up with non-intelligent matter and thus brought within 
the material world, acquires those distinctions in the 
form of gods, men, &c,, as required for the proper practi- 
cal realisation of things, Of thee (distinctions) which 
vo exist, the cause ix stated to be nothing other than 
Karma, Accordingly, he (Paraéara) gives the passage— 
“ And (1 have told you also) that this is that."?!7 He ex- 
plains this very same thing in the passage beginning 


215, This passage PI, 42.45. orm surname yadarti yeunasti che 
ine follows inthe original 
Aste evan hernia wasokte jas 
nam yatkt satyam asetvare anyat| the expression yonndsti means afl 
Its meaning: is —Thus have f told dha is won-ex 
you of what is real existence and Vide VP. Ul, 45. Thi 
how neltigence is rea! and all elke passage ies follows in the original 
is muread Vide sypra pe 32. &n. 19g, —Etatte pal sameparahiradhitam 

216. These expressions oceurin F. tatragachoktam — Mhwcadiritam ti] 
Pll 2, a8 Vide supra p.tg7-.190, According to the Adwaitins, the 
where it has been already quoted in meaning of this passage has been al- 
fall, This ide iss follows in the ready given(side mpra p.32.8 niga jas 
original -—Jgatimshd chnur hen Gollows=—* And T have told you also 
oni wiuhyer vanes Cisrear girayo  thac this which i phenomenally: 
aliniche | malyas samudrdicke se alized well for practical purposes is 
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with?"*—“(The armas which are made up of) the sacrifice, 
the sacrificial animal, &e.” He says in the passage beginning 
swith?” *—“And this which (I have described to you to be the 
world,—to this indeed goes he who is altogether under the 
influence of karma....-.);’—that the object of the know- 
ledge that the world is real is to induce the effort to 
secure the means for the attainment of beatific release, 
Here (i. ¢, even in this context),there is not seen any one 
appropriate word wed to denote that Highest Brahman 
‘who is devoid of attributes, or (to denote) that ignorance (or 
avidya) which is resident in that (Brahman) and is 
incapable of being defined either as an entity or ay a non 
entity, or (to denote that) the world is manufactured by 
that (vidya). ‘The Aarma of the individual selves ix 
oppoved to the knowledge of the truth of things, and is 


that on which the world is depend- the gods, and the heavenly world of 
"This interpretation is here e+ pleasureform the (commonly adopted) 
ticked by RAmAnujs. According to path, and init are seen (the forms of 
tim, the meaning ofthis passage, as gods, &.), and the results of these 
rade out from the context in which  Kermas are the enjoyments of the 
‘i occur, isto the following elfect:— earthly world and of the other parts 
And T have told you also thar this of the waiverse, T=? 11-12.46, 
individual self the nature of which 20. This ide VP, IL. 1a, 
is pure intelligence, when mised up 474. runs thus!—"And this which 
with non-inclligent matter, and I have deseribed tw you to be 
‘thus brought within the world, is the morld—to this, indeed, goes 
that which causes those distine- he who is altogether under the 
tions which -are required for the influence of Aerma. Knowing the 
‘proper realisation of things Ia che impermanent character of the ruite 
form of gas, men, Be. cof Karma, one has to aim at that 
218, The whole of this pase which i+ frm, unchangenble and 
sage isasfollowts-The Karmer which always uniform, 20 that one may: 
‘te made up of the sacrifice, the sacri- thereby earely enter into Vite 
ficial animal, the sacriGcial fie, all devs." 
the officiating peste, the Sone juice, 


http:/acharya.org 


208 SriBuasnya. (Chap. 1. Part. 1. 


declared to be thus the cause that makes the self, the 
nature of which is pure intelligence, experience such varied 
conditions as those of gods, &c. ;—and it is also declared to 
be the cause that makes non-intelligent (inert) matter 
undergo (all its) transformations ; moreover, the words 
existence, non-existence, reality and unreality are (all) in- 
capable of denoting that thing which cannot be defined 
either as an entity or asa non-entity ; for these reasons, 
the whole world which is expressible by the words existence 
and non-existence, and is made up of intelligent and non- 
intelligent things, constitutes the body of the Most High, 
the Highest Lord, the Supreme Brakman, namely, Vishnu. 
‘The words non-existence and unreality are the opposites of 
existence and reality; therefore, by means of them, only 
‘unreality or non-existence is made out, but not indescrib- 
ability, ‘The words non-existence and nnreality which have 
been applied to the non-intelligent thing are not here used 
todenote what is a mere nothing or what is false, but are 
used to denote destructibility. It is only this destructibil- 
ity which is set forth in the passages beginning with??? 
“Ts there any (external) odject—and also with?*! Mahi 
ghatatvam, (In regard to our view), there i neither want 
of proof nor stultification by means of right knowledge; 
because what is experienced in one form at one time 
is perceived to be otherwise at another time by reason 
of a certain transformation (thereof), and it is, in consequ- 
ence, spoken of as non-existent, Indeed, to be a mere 
nothing is to be unworthy of any association with any 
means of proof, And if a thing, which is experienced as 
existent in relation to a particular place and time, is also 
perceived as non-existent in relation to that same place and 
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time, then there is stultification; but not_when a thing 
experienced at one time is, through transformation and 
other such causes, made out to be non-existent at another 
time ; because (in this latter case) there is (really) no con- 
tradiction owing to there being a difference in the time (of 
the two opposite experiences). ‘Therefore there is no fil- 
sity (here at all). 

What is said is this:—The thing known as the self is 
essentially of the nature of intelligence ; it is without be- 
ginning, middle and end, and is always in one and the same 
natural condition ; therefore, it is always and of itself ex- 
pressible by the word exiséence. But the non-intelligent 
thing, which forms the object of the ‘enjoyment’ of the in- 
dividual selves, is subject to transformation and destructions 
in accordance with the karma of those (selves), and so is 
always full of the import of the word non-existence ; there- 
fore it is expressible by the words non-existence and nureality, 

‘This same thing is also stated in the following pase- 
ages:-“Whatever, even by a change of time, does not undergo 
such a change of name as arises out of transformations and 
other similar causes, what is that object, O king, what is it?” 
[V. P. IL, 13, 100.]; “The wise acknowledge that what is 
indestractible forms the reality ;and that, no doubt, is non- 
existent, which is produced by destructible things.” [V. P. 
Il. 14. 24]. Unreality has been declared to be the realisa- 
tion of the conception of pure existence in relation toa thing 
which is found to be existent or non-existent in accord- 
ance with particular conditions of place, time, and activit 
The realisation under the conception of pure existence be- 
longs (rightly) only to the self, and so itis declared to be real. 
Further, from the listener Maitreya’s repetition (of the 
teaching listened to by him) in the Soka which says—‘It 
hhas been taught to me how all the three worlds exist sup- 
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ported by Vishnu, and how intelligence is, by pre-eminence, 
the reality.’—[V. P. II. 13, 2, itis made out that the 
foundation of the grammatical equation, contained in the 
passage??? beginning with—“The Lights are Vishnu’, 
is the relation of the soul and the body (between the 
Brahman and the universe), that the intelligent and non- 
intelligent things are denoted, as a rule, by the use of the 
words existence and non-existence, that intelligence has a 
natural condition uncaused by Aarmé and is thus pre-emi- 
nent, and that the non-intelligent thing is not pre-eminent 
for the reason that it undergoes transformations which 
are due to the Aarma of that (intelligent self), 


What has been urged*#8—by the Parvapakshins—to the 
cffect that the scriptures «peak of the cessation of ignorance 
(or avidya) as taking place by means of the knowledge of 
the attributeless Bralman alone,—that is not right; for, 
(in such a case) there would be the contradiction of the 
following and many other scriptural passages :—“I know 
this great Person of sun-like lustre who is beyond darkness, 
He who thus knows Him becomes immortal here; there is 
no other path for the attainment of final release.” [ Taitt, 
Ar. WL, 12, 7.J;284 “All the mimeshas?®® were born out 
of the Person who has the lustre of lightning.” [M. Nar. 
1.8]; “There is no ruler over Him; His glory is 


ana, Vide mira p. 197-m 190 WIS Aikthd=t/s40_fali—1)x6200 
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indeed great” [Mf Nar. 1. 10.]; “Those who know 
this Person, they become immortal.” [4f Nar. 1. 11.]. 
It ix only because the Brakman is possessed of attri- 
utes, that all the scriptural passages declare that final 
release results solely from the knowledge of the Brahman 
as possessed of attributes. It has been already stated that 
the probative?*© passages also prove only that Brahman 
who is qualified. 

‘The grammatical equation, found in the passage*#*— 
“That thou art"—and in other similar passages, has no re~ 
ference to the oneness of any attributeless thing, because 
the words ‘That ‘and ‘thou’ have the power of denoting 
the Brahman as qualified, Indeed, the word ‘That’ points 
to the Brakman who is omniscient, who wills the truth, 
and who is the cause of the world ; because in the pas 
sage—“ That thought—May I become many'"—[Ghhdnd, 
Up. V1. 2. 34], and in other similar passages, it is He who 
forms the subject. The word ‘thou’ which is equated 
with (That ‘sets forth the Brakman whose body is that in- 
dividual self which is associated with non-intelligent matter ; 
because a grammatical equation has to denote only: one 
thing which exists in two forms, If these two forms are 
given up, then the equation will have also to be given up ; 
‘because, (when those two forms are given up), there will be 
no difference in the significations (of the words ‘thou’ and 
‘That’), and because also there will then have to be a-figura- 
tive (or secondary) signification in relation to both these 
words.t7# And when it is said—‘This is that Devadatta’, 

246, Such as “The Bratman is Ex- grammatical equation tobe ight, i f= 
intents, Knowledge, Infinity.” Zeit, necemary that it shoukd-notbe a mere 
UpUt.tNide pre pp 181.e¢ 303. Metis, andatao that the words equat- 

227, Vide Cohind. Cp. VI. 8.7.8 ed nthe equation shoold not all have 
4s onpre. figurative or eecondatysigoiiations 
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thereis no secondary signification (in relation to allthe equa- 
ted words); because there is no contradiction in. percei 
ing identity (in relation to Devadatta) ax associated 
with a past and a present time. The contradiction arising 
from the same thing being found in different places is re- 
moved by the difference in time, (If, in the equation—‘That 
thou art’, the two forms of the one thing referred to. in it 
be given up), there would then be a contradiction of the 
beginning of that context wherein it is said—“That 
thought,—‘ May I become many’ ";#%the proposition 
that, by knowing one thing, all things become known, 
would also thus become inappropriate ; and He whose 
true nature is intelligence, who is devoid of all. evil, 
who is omniscient, and whose nature is characterised by 
all the auspicious qualities, would thereby acquire ignorance 
(or avidya) and (would become) the object of all the innu- 
merable wrong aims of life which are produced by that 
(ignorance or avidya). If the equation (here) implies the 
stultification (of a previously existing wrong conception), 
then the two words ‘That’ and ‘thou’ have to figuratively: 
signify a basis (for the super-imposition of that wrong con- 
ception) and the removal (of that super-imposition), These 
figurative significations, &c,, constitute those defects (which 
have been referred to above). ‘There is, however, this 
much of peculiarity. Here, there is the unavoidable forced 
assumption of a stultification which is not realised in. the 
same way, in which it is realised in the-cognition—* This 
(mother-of-pearl) is no silver’; and there is also the impossi- 
bility of a stultification (arising), because the word ‘That 
does not, beyond expressing merely a basis (for the super- 
imposition of a wrong conception), denote any attribute (of 
that basis, so as to contradict such a super-imposition), If it 
229. Vide Chbited. Lp. VIL 2 3. 
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be said that the word ‘That’ denotes the unveiled nature 
of what was formerly veiled, (it is replied that it is) not 
(0) ; becawe when first the basis itself is unknown, illue 
sion and its stultification which are dependent thereon are 
impossible, If it be said (again) that the basis which forms 
the seat of illusion is itself unconcealed, then that very 
nature of the basis would be contradictory to illusion ; and 
therefore when that (basis)becomes clearly known (by means 
ofthe import of the equation under reference), then there can 
absolutely be no illusionand no stultification,as both of them 
fare dependent on that (basis). Consequently it is difficult to 
establish an illusion and its stultification (in relation to the 
grammatical equation ‘That thou art’), whena really exist 
ing attribute and its concealment are not admitted (to be 
denoted by the word That’) over and above (its denoting) 
the basis (for that attribute and its concealment). Indeed, 
when a basis which it merely of the form of a person, for 
instance, is being perceived, and when the really existing at- 
tribute of royalty (which belongs to that person) and which 
ig other than that (basis) is concealed, it is only then 
that there can be the illusion of (that person) being, (say), 
wild hunter; and there will be the cessation of that (illu- 
sion) on explaining that the attribute of royalty (belongs 
to that person), but not on merely explaining that basis 
(to be a person); because that (basis), being (itself) plainly 
visible, does not stand in need of being explained; and 
hecaue also, there can be no destruction of illusion (when 
‘merely the bass is thus explained), The two words (‘That’ 
and ‘thou’) mainly signify the Brakman who is the 
‘cause of the world, and who has the individual soul for His 
body, Tt has been (thus) established that the grammatical 
equation (here) is due to the fact of there being the denota- 
tion of one and the same thing as existing in association with 
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two (different) modes (or forms). (By means of this gram- 
matical equation) another peculiar characteristic in relation 
to the Brahman, who is devoid of all evil, and whose nature 
is characterised by all the auspicious qualities, is established 
in the form of His being the internal ruler of all individual 
souls; and (this conclusion) is completely in_harmony with 
the beginning of the context (in which this grammatical 
equation occurs). Thus also there results the demons- 
tration of the proposition?” that, by knowing one thing, all 
things become known; because the Braliman, who owns the 
intelligent and the non-intelligent things in the subtle state 
as His body, is Himself an effect (in the form of the Brah- 
man) who possesses the intelligent and the non-intelligent 
things in the gross state as His body. (According to our in- 
terpretation) there is alsono contradiction of other scriptu- 
ral passages such as the following -—* (May we know) Him 
who is the highest and greatest Lord of lords." —[Suet, Up. 
Vi. 7.J; “His supreme power is revealed indeed as 
varied." —[Suet, Up. VIL 8.]; “ He (/,e.jthe Lord) is devoid 
of sins, He desires the truth and wills the truth."—{Gi/iand. 
Op. VIL 1. 5. & VIL 7. 1]. 

Ifit be asked in what manner the subject and the 
predicate in the sentence ‘ That thou art ‘are particularived, 
it is replied that there is (really) nothing predicated here 
of anything; because,jin the (earlier) statement?" itself— 
“ All this has that (Brakman) for its Self” —[Ghhand, Up. 
VI. 8. 7.], it (viz. the predication of oneness) has been al- 
ready arrived at. Indeed the J4stva has a meaning only 


aye, Vide Chiged Up. VI ty Chand. Up. 7 where we read 
wherein this proposition is given. All this as That for its Self. 
at. This statement occurs in the That is Existence, That is the Self 
context earlier than the gratmmeati- That thou art, O Sretaketu.”" 
tal equation “That Thou art’, in 
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in so for as it relates to what has not been already arrived 
atts? Here, (j. e. in this statement), by means of the 
expression ‘all this’, the world with the individual souls 
is first pointed out ; it is then declared, by means of the 
expression ‘has this (Brahman) for its Self, that 
this (Brahman) ix the Self of that (world) ; and the 
reason for it is given in the passage which says—“AIL 
these things which are born, my dear one, have their 
origin in the sat (i.e. inthe Existent One), have their 
abode in the saf, and are established in the sal.” [Chhand, 
UPVI.8. 4 & 6], as (itis also given) in the passage which 
says—“Let a man (meditate), being tranquilled in mind 
by the knowledge that all this, indeed, is the Brahman, 
that all this is bom in Him, is absorbed into Him, and 
lives im Him." [Gihand. Up. U1, 14. 1]. Similarly, 
other scriptural passages also speak of the identity of 
the Brahman with the intelligent and the non-intelligent 
things, which are different from Hin, as being nothing 
other than the relation of the soul and the body (between 
them), Among others, they are as follow :—“ He, who has 
entered within, is the ruler of all things that are born and 
is the Self of all” [Zait, Ar. 1. 24]; “He who, 
dwelling in the earth, is within the earth, whom. the 
earth does not know, whose body is the earth, who inter- 
nally rules the earth,—He is thy internal ruler and immor- 
tal Sel” [Brih. Up. 111. 7. 3.]; “He who, dwelling in 
the self, is within the self, whom the <elf does not know, 
whow body is the self, and who internally rules the self— 
He is thy internal ruler and immortal Self.” [Madh, 
Brih, Up. 11. 7. 22.]; “He who is moving within the 
earthy....n.whose body is matter (mrityn ot prakriti), 
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whom matter (frakyiti) does not know,—He is the intemal 
Self of all beings, He is devoid of all <ins, He is the Divine 
Lord, He is the one Nirayana.” [Sué. Up. VIL. 1); 
“Having created that (viz, the world), He entered into 
that same (world); having entered into that same (world), 
He became the saf and the fya‘,”#23  [Taitt, Up. 1. 6. 
1]. In this context also by the statement—" Entering 
in along with this individual self which (also) is the 
same as Myself, I evolve the differentiations of name 
and form,” [Cihand, Up. VL. 3. 2,—it is declared 
that all things acquire the character of being things, and of 
being expressible by means of words, only by reason of 
their having been entered into by the individual selves 
which, (in their tum), have the Brahman for their Self, 
Because the statement—“ Having entered into that (world), 
He became the sat and the tyaé"—has to possess 
the same meaning as this (statement above viz. that all 
this has that Brahman for its Self), it follows that the 
individual self also has the Brahman for its Self wholly 
owing to the fact of the Brahman having entered into 
it, Hence, it is concluded that the whole totality of beings 
Which is made up of the intelligent and the non-intetli« 
gent things is identical with the Brakman, only because 
of the relation of the body and the soul (existing between 
them). Hence all that is different from the Brahman be- 
comes an entity only through constituting His body ; and 
accordingly, the word also which denotes that (entity or 
thing) imports its (full) meaning only when it includes 
that (Brakman). Therefore it is a demonstrated conclu- 
sion, that all words have severally the power of denoting 
the Brahman, as in association with the thing denoted re- 


233. Vide strep. 193. m 183. ing to Jacob's Concordance to the 
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spectively by every one of them, in accordance with that im- 
port of theirs which is made out by popular usage, Thus 
the import of the proposition, enunciated to the effect that 
“AM this has that (Brahmas!) for its Self”, is specially 
summed up by means of the grammatical equation—That 
thou art.” 

Hence it is, that, in the case of those who?#4 maintain 
that there is only one attributeless thing, and in the case 
of those whos® maintain that there is difference and non- 
difference (between the individual soul and the Brafiman), 
and also in the case of those who*#¢ maintain that there is 
absolute difference (between the individual soul and the 
Brahman), alt such teachings regarding the identity be- 
tween the Bradman and the individual soul, asare given by: 
means of grammatical inequalities? Tand by means of gram= 


234. ‘These are the Aitositns who spatial ether which is compared to 
ave of opinion that the Bradman the Brahaa. 
who iy devotd of all eharacterising The latter, vi. the Vdurqpradd}- 
attributes is alone real, and chat all yas, hold that just a» one portion of 
clue fs unseat, 3 lump of hay may be converted in- 
335. These are the BAielariyar to pots and dishes, while another 
and Yadewsradsiivar. The former portion remains ar clay pure and 
of theve maintain that the difference simple, so also the Bratman evolves 
between the fndividual self and the the individual selves out of « portion 
Brahman is ve to limiting condi- self, the other portion remain 
tions, and that, 00 the removal of iflerentiated, 20 that He is 
those conditions, the individual seif both disinc rom the individual selves 
becomes one with the Brusiman. For and also nonetistinet from them, 
lnstanee; the spatial ether in its origi- 236, These are the Vnevhilus 
nal state i uneandicioned, bot it who hold chat the Brehmen is entive- 
may get conditioned by the material ly discinet (rom the individual eelves. 
outline of & pot or any other such 237. Agrammaticalinequality may 
thing. The ether within the pot is be exemplified by—Taga aha 
ompared to the individual sei. On arira dtm which meane—"The em- 
the destruction of the pot, the ether bndied Self of that in fle Hime 
inthe pot becomes one with the Tait, Up. 1.3. 1. Here the word 
28 
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matical equations, will amount to having been completely 
thrown away, When there is only one thing in existence, 
in relation to what (other thing) can there be the teaching 
of its identity ? If it be replied that that (identity) ix 
only in relation to that same (thing), it is rejoined—that 
that (identity of the one existent thing with itelf) has 
heen already made out from the scriptural text*#* relied 
upon by yourselves (i.¢, the Adwaifins), and that there is 
thus nothing which remains to be learnt from (a fresh 
statement. of) identity. If it be said again that it is the 
destruction of the superimposed differences (which forms 
the purpose of the teaching of this identity), it i+ replied 
that it has been already pointed out that that (purpove) 
cannot be accomplished at all by means of the identity 
found in the equation—That thou art’, Moreover, (this) 
grammatical equation indicates two (different) modes (or 
forms) in relation to the Brahman, and thus proves what 
is altogether unfavourable (to this monistic position). 
And according to the opinion of those who maintain that 
there is both difference and non-difference (between the 
individual self and the Brahman), the Brakman Himself 


dary (meaning of the) sands in the UL. tt The Bratman it Exate 
genitive case jin adifeent gram- ence, Knowledge, Infinity.” The iden 
matical eace fom that of the words is thats ince thir text itself declares 
‘tha (Ve), itrtee (ihe embodied). chat the one existing thing is ident 
‘mae (he Sel) all of which and in cal with itself, mo more teaching at 
the nomisauive ease. However, in so identity ie necessary and conse- 
venience forming » grammatical quently. the grammatiel equation 
equation, all the words have to hs in "Txt thow ary" is meaninglees, 
the same grammatical ease as in Soe- The text referred to here may: alo be 
sam jndnam ganaten Brake, Aivattimpem dam sarvam which 
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hhas to be in association with limiting conditions; and conse- 
‘quently all the blemishes, which are found in individual 
souls and are due to those (limiting conditions), will tend 
to taint the Brakman Himsell, Therefore, all the teach- 
ings which teach the identity of the individual soul, with 
the Brahman, who is characterised by the utter absence 
Of all blemishes and possesses all the auspicious qualities, 
wil, solely owing to <elf-contradiction, amount to having 
been wholly thrown away, And again, according to the 
opinion of those who maintain that the difference and 
non-difference, (between the individual soul and the Bral. 
‘man, are both natural (i. ¢. uncaused by any limiting con- 
ditions whatsoever), it has to be admitted that the Brahman 
Himself acquires (quite naturally) the condition of the 
individual soul, and thus al the blemishes (belonging to the 
individual self) will become ax natural (to Him) as (His 
own) auspicious qualities. Consequently, to teach the 
identity (of the individual soul) with that Brahman, who 
is devoid of all blemishes, is certainly inconsistent. Fur- 
ther, according to the opinion of those who maintain that 
there is absolute difference (between the individual soul 
and the Brahman), it is impossible to have any kind of 
identity between things which are so altogether different; 
and it is for this very reason that the teachings which teach 
the identity of the Braiman and the individual soul 
become inappropriate. ‘Thus (in this case) the whole of the 
Vedanta will have to be given up as meaningless. 
However, according to those who?#? maintain that, as 
proclaimed in all the Upanishads, the whole world forms 
the body of the Brahman, all those teachings which teach 
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that the Brahman Himself forms the whole world become 
appropriate explanations (of the truth). A grammatical 
equation which expresses that, through the influence of 
Aarmas, an individual self has become an ox, a horse, 
man, or 2 god, is generally seen, in popular usage as we 
as in the scriptures, to possess a real and natural signi 
cance; because, like generic characterisations and qualities, 
substances also may become the attributes (of things) when 
constitute the bodies (of those things). Moreover, 
the fact that generic characterisations and qualities are 
the modes of substances forms the basis of gramma- 
tical equations like—'The ox is broken-horned’, and. ‘The 
‘Seeing that the material inasses, which are 
the attributes of man and of other forms of 
ical embodiment, become intelligible things only when 
they constitute the modes of the individual self, the gram- 
matical equation which says that the individual self has 
become a human being, a male, a eunuch, or a female, ix, 
in all cases, equally appropriate. Therefore, the basis of 
grammatical equations is altogether this (kind of) modality, 
but does not consist of generic characterisations and other 
auch things all of which exclude each other, Indeed, when 
such substances as are capable of existing in themselves 
form the attributes of (other) substances occasionally and 
special eases, then there is seen the use of an affix 
having the force of matup,24? as in the instances of damfin 
(one who possesses adamda or astick) and Aumdalin (one 
who possesses a Aumdala or an earring). Such is not the 
case with substances which are incapable of existing i 
condition in which they may be separately perceived, The 
yo. When one who possesses a_i in, which signifies the possesion 
stick (dona) i called 3 davdin, the o's 
is avin the foes of matap ere 
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ributive character of those (substances) is to be conclu- 
sively made out only by means of grammatical equations. 

Here, however, it may be said thus :—In the cave 
where, through the influence of karmas, an indi 
dual self has become an ox, a horse, a man, a god, a male, 
at female, or a eunuch, the material embodiment known a+ 
ian and the other (material embodiments) are all held to be 
the modes of that individual self; in the same way in which, 
whnit is said—The ox is broken-hormed and hornless, ‘The 
cloth is white’, ‘The cloth is black’, generic characteristics 
and (other) qualities (form the modes of the substances 
they qualify). If it be so held, then, as in the ease of the 
genus and the individuals (belonging to it), so in the case 
of the body and the individual self also, there must be, as 
general rule, the simultaneous perception of the mode 
and the posesor of the mode, But it is not seen to take 
place thus. Indeed, as (they do perceive) the generic 
characteristics (ofthe ox and of other beings), simultaneously: 
and in inseparable association with what those characteris- 
tics qualify, +0, people do not, as a general rule,perceive the 
twaterial embodiments like those of man, &e., simultane 
‘ously and in association with the individual self, so as to 
make out that they are entirely dependent upon the 
individual self, Hence, the grammatical equation which 
says that a man is an individual self has a merely figurative 
signification. 

But this is not right. ‘The material embodiments like 
those of man, &c., posess, equally with generic and other 
qualifications, the character of being entirely dependent on 
the individual self, the character of being serviceable only 
to that (self), and the character of being the mode of that 
(self). The character of their being altogether dependent 
upon the individual self alone is made out from the destruc- 
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tion of the body (taking place) on the separation of the indi- 
vidual self (from it). The character of their being service- 
able to the individual self alone (is made out) from the fact of 
their existing merely to enjoy the fruits ofthe karma of that 
(elf). Alo, the character of their being the mode: of that 
(eli is made out) from the knowledge that they constitute 
the attributes of the individual self, as in the instances of 
a god and a man. ‘This is, indeed, the reason why 
(generically significant) words like ox, &e, have their 
meanings so a+ to include the individuals (belonging to their 
respective gener). Being devoid of this aforesaid nature, 
such (words) as davda (stick), Aundala (ear-ring) and others, 
have an affix posessing the force of malup (attached 
to them) when they form attributes, a+ in. the instances of 
dayin (the possessor ofa stick) and Auxdalin (the posses-or 
ofan earring). ‘The material embodiments like those of 
gods, men, &c., possess, of their own nature, the charac= 
ter of being dependent. upon the individual self alone, the 
character of being serviceable to that (self) alone, and 
the character of being the mode of that (self) alone; 
it is therefore that the grammatical equation, which says 
that.an individual self is a god or a man, is freely current 
in popular wage as well asin the scriptures, ‘There 
js, as a general rule, the simultaneous perception of the 
genus and the individual (belonging to it), becawe both of 
them are capable of being apprehended by the eye; but 
the individual self is not apprehended at the time of the 
ocular apprehension of the body, because the individual 
self is not capable of being apprehended by the eye. Do 
not say that a thing, which is capable of being appre- 
hended as existing <eparately, cannot have mere modality 
to constitute its own nature : because, it is made out that, 
like generic and other qualifications, the body also 
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possesses altogether the nature of being a mode of that 
(elf), owing to its being solely dependent upon that (self), 
and owing to its being solely serviceable to that (self); and 
owing ako to its being an attribute of that (elf). And 
it has been stated that the law of simultaneous perception 
is dependent upon the knowability (of the mode and of the 
possessor of the mode) by means of one and the same 
perceiving apparatus. Thus the eye cannot apprehend 
the possession, by the earth and other substances, of 
smell, taste, and other qualities, although these (qualities) 
naturally belong to them, Similarly, although the body, 
capable of being apprehended by the eye, possesses 
fully the nature of being a mode of the individual self, yet, 
it is not 40 apprehendéd, because the eye does not possess 
the power of apprehending the individual self, Merely on 
account of this much, the body cannot be destitute of the 
character of being a mode of that (self). The basis of the 
grammatical equation (between the body and the indivi- 
ual self) is nothing other than (the body) possessing the 
character of being altogether a mode of that (self). 
‘Moreover, that word, which is extpable of denoting (the 
body) as a mode of the individual self, denotes that body 
to be the mode of the individual selfat the same time that it 
denotes the individual selfalo. It may, however, be said 
that, solely in accordance with the practical usage of words, 
it is only the body that is apprehended by means of the 
word ‘body’, and that therefore the word ‘borly does not 
possess the power of including the individual self also in 
its meaning, ‘To this it is replied that it is not so 
because, (here, j,¢, in the ease whére the word ‘body’ 
Aenotes merely the body), that ‘body, which is nothing 
other than a mode of the individual self, is specifically 
mentioned with the object of pointing out its distin- 
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guishing feature asa thing. Therefore, the word ‘body’ 
is a definitively determinative word, like the words 
Soxeness’ (i.e. golva), ‘ whiteness’, ‘ quality’, ‘ form’, &c. 
Consequently, like the words ‘ ox’, &c., the words, ‘god’, 
+man’, &c., include the individual self in their import, 
Similarly, the individual selves, which are associated with 
material forms like those of god, man, &c,, form the 
body of the Highest Self, and hence possess the char- 
t of being His modes. Therefore all the words 
which denote the individual self include the Highest 
f also. in their import. Consequently, all the intel- 
nt and the non-intelligent things possess the character 
us things, solely because they are the modes of the 
Highest Brahman ; and that is why they are so spoken of 
in practice sto be grammatically equated with that (ra/i= 
man). ‘This matter is fully proved in the Vedartha-san- 
' He (viz.the Sitrakara) speaks of this very iden- 
character of the relation between the 
y, in the aphorism— But they (viz, the 
Jabilas) worship the Lord as the self, and they (viz, the 
scriptural texts) make us comprehend (it as such)." 
[Ved, Sat. IV. 1. 3]. And the Vakyakara also says,—142 
“The Lord is to be comprehended as nothing other than 
the self.” 

‘The truth here is this. Some of the scriptural 
passages, such asthe following among others, «peak of the 
distinction in nature between the non-intelligent thing 
(prakriti), the intelligent thing (or the individual sell), and 
the Highest Brahman, as consisting in their possessing, 
(respectively) the character of being the object ofenjoyment, 
248. Vide Vodvthesatgrake pp. 20. cbirgaand A. K, Vijayardghovd 
toto, elite at Madras in Telogss chicga. 
horacters by. Messrs. Je Tieumalde 242, Vile-opre p33. 
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the character of being the enjoyer, and the character of 
being the Supreme Ruler :—MOut of this(frakriti or nature), 
He who is the owner of the maya (i. c. the Lord) creates this 
World wherein another being(viz, the individual self) is bound. 
down by maya.’—[Svet. Up. IV. 9.]; “Know then that 
prakritiis maya,and the great Lord the Mayin (0... the pos» 
sessor of the maya).’—{Svet. Up. 1V. 10.]; “The destructi- 
ble is the prakriti ; the immortal and the indestructible is 
the fara (i. ¢. the individual self); and the Lord alone rules 
over the destructible (frafrité) and the individual self.’— 
[Svet. Up. 1. 10.];—here, by the expression that ‘the 
immortal and the indestructible is the iara,’ the enjoyer 
is pointed out ; he (viz. the individual self) is (called) the 
hara because the individual self utilises the prakriti as 
‘an object of his own enjoyment;—“ He is the cause, He is 
the Lord of what is the lord of the senses (i. ¢, of the jiva 
or the individual soul); He has no progenitor and no su 
perior.’—[Suet, Up.V1.9.);! He is the Lord of the prakriti 
(nature) and of the individual soul and is the regulator of the 
qualities."* «3—[Svet, Up. VI. 16.}; “ He is the Lord of the 
universe, He is the Lord of the individual souls, and is eter- 
nal, auspiciousand inexhaustible."—[4f. Nar. “The 
two unborn, the Intelligent and the non-intelligent (ate) 
the Lord and the non-lord.’—[Svet, Up. 1.9.]; “The 
Etemal among the etemals, the Intelligent among the 
intelligent, who, though One, fulfils the desires of the 
many.’—[Kath, Up. V. 13.& Suet, Up. V1. 13.3 “Knowing 
the enjoyer, the object of enjoyment and the Impeller,"— 
[Svet. Up. L 12]; “One of them eats the sweet fippala 
fruit, while the other shines in splendour without eating at 

243. ‘These qualities are the well~ primordial graf becomes diteresi- 
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alll!"—[Svet. Up. IV. 6. & Mund. Up. 1. 1. 1]; “Knowing 
the individual self and the Impeller to be different, and being 
therefore blessed by Him, he attains immortali [Sret 
Up.1. 6.]; “There is one unborn female being (aa) which 
is red, white and black, and which produces numerous 
offspring of the same kind as herself; there is another male 
being (aja) who loves her and is close to her; there is still 
another male being (aja) who, after having enjoyed her, 
gives her up.” [Svet, Up. 1V. 5.];?44 “On the same tree, the 
purusha (i.c. the individual self) sits immersed in grief, and, 
eing ignorant and powerless, he feels sorry. When he sees 
another, the Lord, to be fully satisfied, then le (also), reliev- 
ed from grief, attains His greatness.” [Svet. Up. IV. 7.]. 
(To the same effect are) the following passages in the 
Smritialso:—"This prakriti of Mine is divided into eight «* 
parts in the form of the akaakara, &c. This is My 
lower pradriti. Know that to be My higher Arazriti which 
is other than this (lower one), and which consists of individu 
Alselves, By it, this world is supported, O thou, mighty-arm- 
ed one!"—[B. G. VII. 4 & 5.]; “All created beings, O son of 
Kunti, enter into My frakritiat the end of each Aalpa,?4® 
and at the beginning of each Aa/pa I again send them forth. 


244. The female being refereed toin 
this passage is the Pradpitor primot- the principle known as the Afebut or 
dial mature; the fist male being isthe Budi, and the Adoigra, 
Individual soul in the zamadre sate; 246 A Xaipa ie a period of time 
the second male being is the indivi- equsl to 4,32¢,000000 solar yeart, It 
dual soul in the released state. The is aday of the creating Brahim& and 
three colours red, white, and black, is night also it equal to the day. 
are explained as signifying the three At the beginning of each Aj, the 
Guar or qualities, vz. Rajan, Sativa, creation of the world is sid to begin 
and Tamar, respectively, and atthe end ofeach Kaisa happens 
243. These eight parts are the five the destruction of the whole world, 

elements, viz. the enrth, water 
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Transforming My own frafriti, Isend forth again and again, 
the whole of this collection of beings, which is itself not free, 
in as much as it is under the influence of prakriti.” [B. G, 
IX. 7 & 8]; “Presided over by Me, prakrili gives 
birth to all this movable and immovable creation. Indeed, 
for this reason it is, O son of Kunti, that the world goes on 
undergoing transformation."—[B. G. IX, 10]; “And 
know that the Aragritiand the purusha are both beginning 
less,” [B, G.XILL. 19.); “My womb is the great brakman 
(or prakriti); in it I place the embryo; ‘he origin of all 
beings proceeds from that, O Bharata,” [B. G, XIV. 3.). 
That great brakman of Mine which is the source of this 
world and is called the prakriti, and which is a subtle and 
non-intelligent entity,—init, I place the embryo known 
‘ts the intelligent thing. From thence, that is, from the 
connection between the intelligent and the non-intelligent 
things which is caused by Me, there results the origin of 
all these beings which begin with the gods and end with the 
immovable things, and which are all thus mixed up with 
the non-intelligent thing. This is the meaning (of the last 
quoted s/oka).. 

Similarly, several other scriptural passages declare that the 
Highest Person forms the Self (ofall), and that the intelligent 
and the non-intelligent things have no separate existence 
from Him; because those intelligent and non-intelligent 
things, which exist in the form of the enjoyer and the thing 
enjoyed, and which exist also in all conditions, constitute the 
body of the Highest Person, and are, in consequence, subject 
to His control. They are those which begin with—"He who, 
dwelling in the earth, is within the earth, whom the earth 
does not know, whose body is the earth, and who internally 
rules the earth—(He is thy intemal ruler and immortal 
Self)";}—and conclude with—“He who, dwelling in the self, 
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is within the self, whom the self does not know, whose 
body is the self and who internally rules the self, He is thy 
internal ruler and immortal Self.” (Madh, Brih. Up. 11. 
7.3t022,]. To the same effect is the passage beginning 
with“ He who is moving within the earth, whose body 
is the earth, whom the earth does not know"—and (end- 
ing with}—“"He who is moving within the akshara, whose 
body is the aashara, whom the akshara does not know ; 
He who is moving within the mrityx (or prakriti) whose 
, whom merityu does not know 
elf of all beings, He is devoid of sins, He is the 
Divine Lord, He is the One Narayana,” (Sud, Up. VIL, 
1,]. Here, the word mritvu means that subtle non-intelli- 
gent thing which is expressed by the word famas,*4" be- 
cause in this very Upanishad it is stated—“The anyakta 
is absorbed into the akshara and the akshara is absorbed 
into the famas.” [Sub. Up, 11], and (because) it is stated 
also (elsewhere)—“He, who has entered within, is the 
ruler of things that are born and is the Self of all,” [ait 
Ar.11. 24]. Thus the Highest Person Himself, who, 
by having the intelligent and the non-intelligent things 
existing in all conditions as His body, owns them as His 
‘modes, exists in the form of the world in its condition 
‘4s cause as well as in its condition as effect. Accordingly, 
with the object of making this very thing known, some 
scriptural passages say that the world in its condition as 
cause anid also in its condition as effect is He Himsel 
They ‘ate thove which begin with—“Existetice alone, in}: 
dear child, thiis was in the beginning, one ‘only without a 
second. It thought—'May I become manifold and be born.’ 
Itcreated tejas.” [Cihand, Up.V1. 2. 3.J,—and (end with) 


247. Vide supre-p. 19g. 0 185. 
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—All these things which are born, my dear one, have their 
origin in the sad (i. e.in the Existent One), have their abode 
in the sat, and are established in the sa/....All this has 
That (Brahman) for its Self, That (Brahman) is existence, 
He is the Self, That thou art, O Svetaketu.” [Lihand. 
Up.VI. 8. 4,6 &7.]. To this effect, there is, among others, 
the following scriptural passage which begins with—“ He 
willed—May I become manifold and be bom.’ He perfor- 
med ‘apas. Having performed tapas, He created all 
this";—and concludes with—“While being the unchangeable 
individual self (satya) and the changeable matter (anrita) 
He has remained true to His own nature.” [Zaitt. Up. 
Il. 6,1,]. That distinction in nature which exists 
between the intelligent and the non-intelligent things (on 
the one hand), and the Highest Person (on the other 
hand), and which is learnt from other scriptural passages 
as well, is brought to mind here also, (i. ¢. in the following 
passage)—“Entering into these three deities*4* along 
‘with this individual self which is (also) the same as Myself, 
Tevolve the differentiations of name and form."—[Cihand. 
Up. V1. 3. 2:],—and also in the passage—“ Having creat- 
ed that, He entered into that same (world). Having 
entered into that (world), He became the sa¢ and the 
Wal........eHe became the intelligent thing and the tion- 
intelligent thing. While thus being the unchangeable 
individual self and the changeable matter, He has re- 
mained tre to His own nature.” [Zaitt. Up. I, 6. 
1,]. The idea that the individual soul has the Brah- 
‘man for its Self, as made out from the expression— 
“Entering along with this individual self which is (also) 

248. These arethe elements jes, che very first (hings crested by the 
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the same as Myself’—[Ghhand, Up. VI. 3. 2.],—that 
is understood to be dependent upon the relation of the 
soul and the body (existing between the Brahman 
and the individual self); because that expression has to 
import the same meaning as this expression—“ Having 
entered into that (world), He became the sat and the (yaf, 
(He became) the intelligent thing and the non-intelligent 
thing.” [Zaitt. Up. 1. 6. t,]. That differentiation of names 
and forms which is exactly of this very kind is mentioned in 
this passage also, namely, “ Indeed, this was then undiffer- 
entisted. It has been now differentiated by means of 
names and forms.” (Brit, Up.1.4.7.]- ‘Thus He who 
exists in the condition of effect, and who exists in the 
condition of cause, and who owns the intelligent and the 
non-intelligent things in their gross and subtle states as His 
body,—He is the Highest Person alone. Therefore, for 
the reason that the effect is nothing other than the cause 
(modified), and that, in consequence, the effect becomes 
known when the cause is known, the desired knowledge 
ofall things as resulting from the knowledge of one thing. 
is possible and very appropriate. In the passage—“Enter= 
ing into these three deities along with this individual self 
which is (also) the sameas Myself, I evolve the differentia 
tions of name and form —all the non-intelligent things 
‘ate referred to by the expression ‘the three deities 
and then the differentiation of names and forms is said 
to result from the fact of the individual souls, which have 
Him for their Self, entering into those things. Thus, all 
significant words signify only that Highest Self who is 
associated with the individual selves which are themselves 
associated with non-intelligent matter. Therefore the 
equating of the word which denotes an effect, with the word 
which denotes the Highest Self in the condition of caure, 
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has areal and natural significance. Thus that Brahman, 
‘who owns the intelligent and the non-intelligent things in 
their gross and subtle states as His modes,—(He) is Himself 
the effect and the cause; and accordingly the world has 
the Brakman for its material cause, The Brahman 
Himself forms the material cause of the world, for the 
reason that that Brakman, who owns the intelligent and 
the non-intelligent things in their subtle state as His body, 
constitutes the cause (of all); nevertheless, by virtue of the 
material cause (of the world) being a composite thing 
(made up of the individual souls, the prakriti and. the 
Brahman) the non-mixing-up of the natures of the Bral- 
‘man and of the intelligent as well as of the non-intelligent 
things is perfectly possible and appropriate, ‘Thus, for 
instance, although a variegatedly woven cloth has for 
ity material cause a mixture of white, black and red threads, 
the association of whiteness, &c., is to be found con- 
fined only to the region where a particular kind of thread 
exists; and accordingly, inthe condition of effect also, there 
no fusion of the colours in all the parts (of the cloth), 
imilarly, although the world has for its material cause the 
mixture of the intelligent thing and the non-intelligent thing 
and the Lord, nevertheless, in its condition as an effect also, 
there is no fusion of the characteristics of the enjoyer, of 
the thing enjoyed, and of the controller, &c. These threads 
which are capable of existing independently, when they are 
occasionally brought together by the will of man, acquire 
the character of a cause and (also) the character of an effect. 
But here (i. e. in the case of the world) there is this much 
peculiarity, namely, that the intelligent and the non-intelli- 
gent things existing in all conditions acquire their character 
of being things, only because they form the modes of the 
Highest Person through constituting His body, and that 
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therefore the Highest Person who has those things as His 
modes is always denoted by all words, The existence 
of distinctions in nature and their non-mixing-up are both 
alike here (i. ¢. in the case of the production of the world) 
as well as there (i,¢, in the case of the production of the 
variegatedly woven cloth). ‘This being the case, although 
the Highest Brahman enters into the production of an 
effect, there being no transformation of His own nature, 
the immodifiability (of the Highest Braman) is well est- 
ablished, The condition of an effect is also very appropriate 
(in relation to the Brakman), for the reason that He is 
the Self of the intelligent and the non-intelligent things in 
their gross state, when they are differentiated by the divi-- 
sions of names and forms. Indeed, to become an effect is 
nothing other than passing into another condition, The 
scriptural statements regarding the attributelessness (of the 
Brahman) are also appropriate because the Highest Per- 
son is not in association with evil qualities. This scrip- 
tural passage**? which, in the portion—“ He (i, ¢, the 
Self) is devoid of sins, is free from old age, free from death, 
free from sorrow, free from hunger, free from thirst,'— 
negatives all evil qualities (in relation to the Brahman), 
and then lays down in the portion He (the Self) desires 
the truth and wills the truth "the auspicious qualities (of 
the Brakman);—(this seriptural passage) alone settles that 
the negation of qualities, which is declared elsewhere in 
the scriptures and is understood to be applicable in a 
general sense, relates (only) toevil qualities, The 
statement that?#® the Brahman possesses the nature of 
intelligence is quite appropriate, because it amounts to say- 
ing that the true nature of the Brahman who is omnisci- 
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ent and omnipotent, who is opposed to all that is evil, and 
who is the mine of all auspicious qualities, is capable of 
being described only as Intelligence,-and that He has the 
nature of intelligence for the reason that He possesses self- 
huminousness. The following and other scriptural passages, 
namely, “He who understands all and who knows all"— 
(Mung. Up. 1. 1. 9.), “ His supreme power is revealed, in- 
deed, as varied and natural and as consisting of knowledge, 
strength, and action."—[Sret, Up, VI. 8.], “ My dear one, 
by what means has one to know the knower.’—[Brik. Up. 
IL, 4. 14,J,-teach that the Braiman is the knower ; and 
this passage,—“ (The Brakman is) Existence, Knowledge, 
(Infinity).’—[ Zaitt, Up. 11, x. 1.],and others (teach that the 
Brahman) has the essential nature of intelligence, because 
He can be described only as Intelligence, and because also 
He is self-luminows. In the passages—“ He willed— 
‘May I become many.”"—[Taitt, Up, 1. 6.1.],"It thought— 
‘May I become many.” —(Cihand. Up. V1. 2, 3.], “It is 
differentiated by means of names and forms.’—[Brih. Up. 
I, 4. 7]y—(it is declared) that the Brakman Himself 
exists, of His own free will, in various modes by reason 
of His possessing the wonderful unchangeable things and 
changeable things as His body ; and that, in consequence, 
the manifold nature of such things, as are opposed to 
Him and as have not the Brahman for their Self, is 
unreal. ‘Therefore it is this (unreal manifoldness of things) 
that is negatived in the following and other passages :— 
“He, who sees this worldas though it were manifold (or 
varied), obtains death from death, There is nothing here 
that is many and varied."—[Brih. Up. IV. 4. 19. & Kath. 
Up. IV. 10]; “But where there is duality, as it were, 
there one sees another ; but where to one all this becomes 
30 
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the Self, there who shall see whom by what, and who 
shall know which by what ?"—[Brih, Up. IL 4. 14, & 
IV.5. 15. On ‘the contrary, it is not also that manifold 
modality of the Brakman which is due to His assumption 
of various names and forms, which is established in scrip- 
tural passages such as “May I become manifold and be 
born” —[Taitt, Up. 1. 6. 1. & Cphand. Up. VI. 2. 3. 
and in others, and which (again) is due to His own free will, 
—(it is not this manifold modality) that isnegatived, This 
(manifold modality) is proved to be existent in the com- 
mencement of even that passage which negatives (tani- 
foldness) by saying—“ But where to one all this. becomes 
the Self, &e." [Brik. Up. U1. 4. 14. & IV. 5. 13.]pand (it 
js also established to be existent) by means of the follow- 
ing and other passages :—“He who knows all things to be 
apart from Him, him will all things abandon.’—[Brit, 
Up. MU. 4.6. & IV. 5. 7]; “That which is this Rig-Veda 
is the breath of Him «, e, of this great Being.” [Subj 
Up.ALJ25' ‘Thus there is no contradiction whatsoever 
in relation to all those scriptural passages which «peak of 
such distinetions in essence and in nature as exist between 
the intelligent thing (or the individual soul), the non-intelli- 
gent thing (or pratriti) and the Lord; and (there is no 
contradiction also) in regard to:those scriptural paseages 
which speak of the relation of cause and effect (as exist- 
ing between the Brakman and the universe) and (also 
in regard to those which speak) of the identity of the 
effect with the cause. The relation of the body and the 
soul exists at all times between the intelligent thing (or 
the individual soul) and the non-intelligent thing (or 
prakyiti,on the one hand), and the Highest Self (on the 
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other). This is made out by means of the scriptural pass- 
ages which declare that those things which form the body 
(of the Lord) acquire, when in the condition of cause, that 
subtle state which is incapable of being differentiated by 
means of names and forms, and acquire (again), when in 
the condition of effect, such a gross state asis capable of that 
(differentiation by names and forms). Therefore there is 
tobe seen no room whatsoever for maintaining the view 
which imposes ajaiua (or ignorance) on the Brahman, 
And the view?*8 which brings about distinctions in the 
Brakman Himself by means of limiting conditions, and 
all those other views, which are based upon fallacious 
reasoning and are contradictory to (the teaching of) all the 
scriptures, (are also untenable). The intelligent thing (or 
the individual soul), the non-intelligent thing (or matter), 
and the Lord, are all proved by means of special scriptural 
texts to be possessed of independent characteristics; and they 
are also proved by the scriptures themselves to constitute 
respectively the modes (of the Brakman)) and the possessor 
of those modes, for the reason that there is (between the 
intelligent and the non-intelligent things on the one hand 
and the Lord on the other hand) the relation of the body 
and the soul. In regard to these, other scriptural pass 
ages prove (the consequent) relation of effect and cause, 
and also prove (the resulting) identity of the effect with 
the cause, Indeed, there is no contradiction in this. 
For instance, the mandatory passage,?#4 which says (Let 
him perform) the new-moon sacrifice and the full-moon 
sacrifice,” lays down in one commandment that, on the 
part of him who is desirous (of Swarga),*#? it is obligatory 
2§2,Thla view is eld bythe Adan, 254. Vie Tait. Sek. M12. § 
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to perform the six sacrifices beginning with the Agueya 
which have all separately come into existence from the 
various scriptural passages?#¢ relating to their origin, and 
‘which, nevertheless, have fallen into two groups in accord- 
ance with the two?? passages that refer to their grouping. 


396. The names of the ax sacriices 
ave Honey. cavisiomiye, the to 
Andras, Aindrigna, sed Upto 
‘The passage relating to the ogi 
of the Zgwrya sacrifice &s given ia 
Tit, Sam M6, 3340: the elect 
Yaddgneyerktthapabmsedayspie che 
penrnameyion—chichrate Bhaari 
"This means dha the sacrifice known 
as the Amey in which eight clay 
cups ate used for the purpove of 

ing offerings to the gol Agni, 
and which is to be performed on the 
Adays of new-noon and fall-moon, 
ever fs to be suecesnfl fn prod 
slg the desived results. The pass 
age relating to the Agnichomiya 
sncrifie iy a8 follows :—7iAydmatte 
Imagniviomssamckideiahapilem pitr- 
amise privectehbat, Tait, Somb, 
Th 5.3 That fe to my, bey 
Indra, gave to Agni and Sima, on 
Xn fall-sioon day, that portion ofthe 
sucriicial ofering which is known 3s 
“Agatvhomive wherein eleven clay cups 
fre wed to make offerings 10 the 
deities The two sacrifices hoown at 
the Aindret are mentioned im the 
passages —dimdrem dadbpamiedird- 
sim. Tat, Seah. We 5.4.85 ie 
‘ham peromivisyayiom. These wean 
respectively that the cindra sici= 
fice, consisting. in the offesing: oF 


cards, isto be performed on the new= 
‘moon day, and thatthe other Andra 
sacrifice consisting in the offering of 
ailk is also to be performed on the 
‘ew-mnoon day. The ssrifice known 
1 Aindragna is given in Tait, Sth, 
M$. to the effect that the Aimdrd> 
0a sactifice which consists in the 
‘offering of curds in eight chy 
cups isto be performed on the new: 
moon day. The Upimin sactiie i 
iver in the pussage—Titvabridfvage 
ahombodipesyane adoption pir 
amsiyim ynian Both Agni an 
Soma said-— Perform for us on the 
fallomoon day’ the sserlice known 
‘as Upamin and'conssting in the offer 
Jing. of ghee" All thee six passages 
‘eajoin in six separate commandments 
the performance ofall the six. sari= 
fies mentioned above. 
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Similarly, the following and other scriptural pasages declare 
separately that the intelligent thing (viz. the individual self), 
the non-intelligent thing (viz. matter or praériti), and. the 
Lord are distinct in essence and in nature :—The destruct 
ible is the prakyiti, the immortal and the indestructible is 
the fara (je. the individual self), and the Lord alone rules 
over the destructible (prakriti) and the individual self.’— 
[Svet. Up. 1, 10.]; “He is the Lord of the prakriti and of 
the individual souls, and is the regulator of the qualities,”**° 
[Suct. Up. VI. 16. He is the Lord of the world, the 
Lord of the individual souls, The Highest Self is Nara- 
yana.” [M, Nar. XI. 3.]. ‘Then the following and other 
‘scriptural passages declare that the intelligent thing and the 
non-intelligent thing, existing in all conditions, form the body 
of the Highest Self and that that Highest Self constitutes 
the Self of those things :—(He) whose body is the earth,"— 
(Sud, Up. VIL. 1]; “(He) whose body is the individual 
self,"—[Madh. Brik, Up. 1.7. 22.]; (He) whose body 
js the anyahta,...whose body is the akshara, He is 
the internal Self of all beings ; He is devoid of all sins, 
He is the Divine Lord, He is the one Narayana,"—[Sub. 
Up. VIL. 1,]. Then again the following and other scriptur- 
al passages—“Existence (or Saf) alone, my dear child, 
this was in the beginning"—[Ghhand. Up. VI. 2. 1. 
“All this has that (Brahman) for its Self (or Atman). 
[Cirhand. Up:VI. 8. 7:]; “All this, indeed, is the Brak- 
man.’—[Chhand, Up. WH. 14. 1.]3—declare, by means of 
words like Sat, Brakman, Atman, &e., which denote the 
Highest Self who is the Embodied Being, that the Highest 
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Self who is one only, who is in the condition of cause, and 
who is alo in the condition of effect, is Himself all the 
three?®® (kinds of real) entities which are separately made 
out. There is, indeed, nothing wrong in denoting that 
Highest Self, who owns the intelligent and the non-intelli- 
gent things as His body, by the word Paramatman ; in the 
same way in which (there is nothing wrong) in denoting « 
particular individual self, that has the figure of man for his 
body, by the word aéman, as when it is said (in relation to 
a man)—* This individual self is happy.” Therefore let 
this overlong discussion come to an end. 


Again what has been further stated*¢* (by the Parvapak- 
shins) to the effect that it is right to hold that the cessation 
of ignorance (or avidya) takes place solely by means of 
the knowledge of the oneness of the self and the Brahman, 
—that is not right ; because the bondage (of ignorance) 
is real and is thus ineapable of being removed by knowledge. 
How is it possible to predicate unreality in relation to this 
bondage which consists in the (individual self) entering into 
bodies such as those of gods, &e., owing to its meritorious 
and unmeritorious Aarmas and is of the nature of the ex- 
perience of the pleasures and pains that arise out of that 
(embodiment) ? It has been already?¢? explained that the 
cessation of the bondage which is of this nature is attain 
able by that grace of the Highest Person which is conse- 
quent on His being pleased with the worship that is offer- 
ed in the form of loving devotion (by the worshipper), 
As that knowledge, which is accepted by you, and (ac- 
cording to you), relates to what is different from things as 

260; These are s—the Pralgiti or 261, Vide supra pp. 32 & 33. 
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they are, is of an unreal nature, the consequence (thereof) 
is only the intensification of the bondage; because the 
fastra?®? says—“It is false, because an object which ix 
different from another cannot, indeed, acquire the character 
of that other object."—and because also, in the following 
passages — Different from these is the Highest Per- 
{B. G.XV. 17.) ; “ Knowing the individual self and 
the Impeller to be different” —[Svet, Up. 1. 6.],—it is 
taught that the knowledge relating to the Brahman, 
who is different from the individual self, and who is the 
internal ruler thereof, is the means of obtaining 
the final release which possesses the characteristics of the 
highest object of human pursuit. Moreover, that know- 
ledge which is capable of removing (ignorance or 
avidya), and which is accepted by you, is itself unreal, 
‘Therefore, (to remove it), some other remover has to be 
sought and found, Ifit be said that this knowledge, which 
removes (ignorance or avidya), removes that whole totality 
of distinctions which is opposed to itself, and then, being 
itself momentary, perishes of itself, —it is replied that itis, 
not so, As its essence, its origin and destruction are all 
false, some other (knowledge), which is capable of removing 
that avidya (or ignorance) by which (its) destruction and 
the hypothesis in relation to it are (both) falsely assumed, 
has to be sought and found, If it be said (again) that the 
destruction® «of that (knowledge which removes avidya) is 
nothing other than the manifestation of the true nature of 
the Brahman Himself, it is replied that, in that case, there 
263. Vide mira p, 148. where thie ent rom another cannot, indetdy 3¢- 
stanea is quoted 2s (ollows:— quite the character of that other ob 
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will be no origination of that knowledge which removes 
(ignorance or avidya); for, as long as what constitutes the 
destruction of a thing continues in existence, so long there 
is no possibility of the origination of that thing. Moreover, 
it is asked who it is that is the’knower of this knowledge, 
which relates to the negation of all that is different from 
the Brahman, who is Himself pure intelligence. If it be 
replied that that (knower) is merely a superimposition, 
then it is replied that it cannot be so; because that 
(knower) forms the object of the knowledge which is 
calculated to remove (avidya), and consequently deserves 
to be negated; thus there is no- possibility of that 
(knower) being (also) the agent (in the removal of ignorance 
by means) of that (knowledge which is calculated to 
remove ignorance). If it be said (again) that that (knower) 
is of the nature of the Brakman Himself, it ix asked 
whether the knowership of the Brahman is, so far as it 
relates to that knowledge which removes. (ignorance), 
natural or superimposed. If superimposed, then this 
(superimposition) and the other avidye on which that 
(superimposition) is based cannot form the objects of that 
knowledge wh 
therefore it (viz. this superimposed knowership) certainly: 
continues to persist. If some other knowledge that is 
calculated to remove (ignorance or avidyd) be admitted, 
then, since that (knowledge) also is subject to the three- 
fold differentiation(of the knower, the thing known,and the 
knowledge), there would result a regressus in infinitum®¢s 

265. Mecause thie Knowledge ledge Hat to be anumed to remove it 
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in relation to the knower. If this (knowership) be- 
longs, by nature, to the Brakman Himself, then our 
view must find acceptance (with you). The statement, 
that the knowledge which removes (ignorance or auidya) 
and the knower of that (knowledge) are (both) different 
from the Brahman, and are therefore included among those 
things that deserve to be removed by that (knowledge) 
itself, is ax ludicrous as the statement which makes out 
that, in saying that Devadatta has cut off all that is above 
the surface of the earth, the cutter and the process of cutting 
relating to this very same cutting action (of Devadatta) are 
also to be included among the things cut off (by Devadatta), 
That knower who is superimposed cannot himself become 
theagent in the act of producing the knowledge which is cal 
culated to remove (ignorance or avidya), and which (again) 
forms the cause of his own destruction; because one’s own 
destruction is not an object of human pursuit, If, more- 
yer, the destruction of that (superimposed knowership) is 
admitted to be the same as the (manifestation of the) true 
nature of the Brakman, then, there will be no room at all 
for the assumption of the avidyd and the other such things 
and (also for the assumption) of the perception of distino- 
tions as consequent thereon. Therefore, let us have done 
with this (criticism); it amounts to beating with a club him 
who has been already killed by fate. 


Therefore, as the bondage (of samsara) is based upon 
that qjagna (or ignorance) which is of the nature.of a 
stream of beginningless Aarma, the destruction of that 
(ajfana) results only from that knowledge? *¢which possess- 
es the characteristics already mentioned (by us). The 
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production of that (knowledge) is the result of the per 
formance of those duties which are appropriate to the 
various stages and conditions of life, and are characterised 
by the (spiritual) refinement due to that peculiar know- 
ledge of the real nature of the individual self, which mani- 
fests itself in the form of the daily practised worship of 
the Highest Person, 

This being so, mere (ritualistic) works yield (only) 
small and transitory results, On the other hand, such 
works as constitute the worship of the Highest Person, and 
are performed without attachment to results, yield an infi- 
nite and ever enduring result in the form of that experience 
of the real nature of the Brakman which is caused by the 
origination of the knowledge which is the same as steady 
meditation (or worship). Both (these) cannot become 
known without a knowledge of the true nature of works. 
(Without such knowledge), there can be no rejection of (mere 
ritualistic) works as they ordinarily are, and no subsequent 
adoption of them in the form pointed out above. Therefore, 
for this very reason, the enquiry into the Brahman has 
necessarily to be conducted immediately after the enquiry 
into works ; and henceit has been stated (by the Satra- 
hara)—"Then therefore, &c."" (Ved. Sit. 1. 1. 


Under these circumstances, another Afroapatshin 268 
‘may hold the following opinion 

It is not possible to determine the power of a word to 
signify a meaning, except by means of the use it is put to 
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by such (speakers and responsive listeners) as are well ac- 
quainted with the significations of words. And accordingly, 
the true signification of a word is only to denote an action; 
ecause it is with the object of denoting actions that words 
are actually made use of, Consequently the import of the 
Vedas is merely in the form of actions, ‘Therefore, the 
Vedanta is not capable of occupying the position of autho- 
relation to the Highest Braman whose meaning is 
already established (otherwise than as an inference from 
actions). 

Moreover, in regard to those sentences which relate 
to things that have an already established signification, as 
when they speak of the birth of a son?é? and other such 
happy incidents, it is not possible to determine that, through 
the joyous expansion of the face resulting from the attain- 
ment of a desired object, and through other such indi, 
cations (alone), they (viz. those sentences) form the means 
of importing « special meaning ; because the things which 
are productive of joy are existent in all the three (different) 
times (viz. past, present, and future), and are (indeed) end- 
less in number ; and because also (in the present case of 
the birth of a son) there is the possibility of its association 
with other joy-giving things such as an auspicious and 
lucky moment (of birth), an easy and happy delivery, and 
so on. 

Further,?*° that a word has the power of denoting a 
thing which has an already established import,—(this) itis 
not possible to determine by means of the fact that the 
meanings of ununderstood words and terminations are 
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made out either by ascertaining their etymological signific- 
ance, or by ascertaining the meaning of the other (re- 
lated) words (in a sentence); because that (ascertainment 
of the etymological significance of ununderstood words and 
terminations, as well as that ascertainment of the meaning 
of the other words), relates to a number of words known 
to denote actions, and is (therefore) the same as determin- 
ing a particular variety of those (actions). 

‘And again,?#* it cannot be maintained that, in the 
case of the person who is afraid of an (illusorily perceived) 
serpent, the fear of the serpent is seen to disappear immedi- 
ately after he hears the words—This isno serpent, this is a 
rope’, and that therefore this (statement ‘This is no serpent, 
this is a rope’) forms the means of knowing the absence of 
the (illusorily perceived) serpent; because, in this case also 
there are many causes for the cessation of the fear, such as 
those which give rise to the knowledge that this thing (viz, 
the illusorily perceived serpent) is devoid of motion, devoid 
of poison, is inanimate, and so on; and it is not thus pos- 
sible (for that statement alone) to produce this special con- 
vietion in particular (viz, that the illusorily perceived ver~ 
pent is a mere rope). 

It may again be said as follows:—#7* On the strength 
of the universal concomitance of volition with voluntary 
activity, it is made out that words give rise to that know- 
ledge which induces volitional activity. Thus every word 
relates to an action, and so all the words (in a sentence) 
denote only a conjointly determined action. Consequently, 
it is not possible to conclude with certainty that the signi- 
ficant power of a word consists only in denoting its own 
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‘meaning in association with that of the other (words in the 
sentence). The desire to accomplish one’s own wishes forms 
‘the cause of voluntary activity through giving rise to voli- 
tion, but not by itself ; for, (otherwise), there would be no 
possibility of voluntary activity in regard to the desire to 
accomplish such wishes as relate to the past, tothe future 
and (even) to the present. For, as long as the belief which 
is to the effect—“Without my own effort, it is not possible 
for me to accomplish the fulfilment of my desires; there~ 
fore it has to be accomplished by my own actions "—is not 
produced in one, so long one does not put forth voluntary 

ity. Consequently, volition alone is the cause of vol- 

ity. And accordingly, that which induces 
voluntary’ activity is itself the thing which is expressed by 
words; therefore action alone constitutes the thing that is 
to be leant from the Vedas. Thus indeed there can be no 
acquisition of the infinite and eternal results which are of 
the nature of the attainment of the Brakman (whose 
significance is) already naturally established ; and it is 
declared in the following passage among others, namely, 
“ Those meritorious results of works which accrue to 
him who performs the chaturmasya *79 sacrifice are indeed 
indestructible."—[4p. Sr. VII. 1. 1), that works 
alone are capable of producing permanent results; for all 
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these reasons it is improper to undertake that enquiry into 
the Brakman which gives rise to the knowledge of the 
inconsiderable and impermanent character of the fruits of 
works, (and gives rise also to the knowledge) of the infinite 
and ever enduring character of the fruits that result. from 
‘knowing’ the Brahman, 


To all this, the following is the reply :—Those who 
dare guided by the accepted criteria of truth do not highly 
value that opinion according to which that manner of ap- 
prehending the relation between words and their meanings, 
which is known all the world over, is discarded, so as to 
sive rise to the belief that words have the power of pro- 
ducing the knowledge of only such significations as are not 
commonly current in the world, Indeed, children under 
stand the relation between words and their meanings in 
the following manner. Mothers, fathers, and others frequent- 
ly indicate with (their) fingers (to children their) mamas, 
Papas, maternal uncles and others, as well as the moon, 
(domesticated) animals, men, beasts, birds, serpents, &c., 
with the object of telling (the children that they should) 
‘know a particular person (to be such and such), and know 
4 particular thing (to be such and such); then, by means of 
the particular words used, they (viz, the children) largely: 
learn those particular meanings; and then they perceive 
that the knowledge which associates every one of those 
particular words with their particular meanings very 
‘gradually arises in themselves. Afterwards they come to 
the conclusion that the use of those words with those 
significations forms the foundation-principle according to 
which words acquire their character of being signific- 
ant; because no other relation is seen to exist between 
words and their meanings, and because also there is no 
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knowledge of any person who fixes by convention (the 
relation between words and their meanings). And when, 
in regard to words other than those the meanings of 
which are already known, they (i.e. the childern) are, in 
addition, taught by speakers (who are well acquainted 
with the meanings of words) that a particular word has 
a particular meaning, only then do they come to know 
the meanings of all the words; and afterwards, for the 
purpose of imparting their ideas to others, they make use 
ofa number of sentences which give expression to those 
ideas. 

In another way also it is very easy to understand the 
elation between words and their meanings. (Forinstance), 
a certain person, by means of the movements of his hands 
and other gesticulations asks another to go and tell 
Devadatta that his father is doing well. Then this (other) 
person, when engaged in so informing (Devadatta) makes 
use of the words—“ Your father is doing well.” A (third) 
person who is standing near and is desirous of learning the 
meanings of words, and who, like a dumb man, is well 
conversant with the details of gesticulation, learns that this 
person iscalled upon so to inform (Devadatta), follows (him), 
and then listens to the words which are made use of in 
giving that information ; and at last he thus arrives at the 
conclusion that a particular word signifies a particular 
meaning. Therefore the rule that the meaning of words 
is only to denote actions is not binding. Accordingly, the 
Vedanta signifies the Highest Brahman (the import of the 
words signifying whom is) naturally established, and (it) 
also (signifies) that worship which relates to Him and yields 
‘unlimited results, Consequently, that enquiry about the 
Brahman, the aim of which is to find out that (Brahman 
‘and that worship relating to Him), has nevessarily to be 
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conducted. 

Even if the Vedas are denotative of actions, the en- 
quiry into the Brahman has indeed necessarily to be 
conducted. How is that? Because they (viz. the Vedas) 
yield results which flow from the actions that relate to 
such worship as is taught in the following and other scrip- 
tural passages :—“ Verily, my dear one, the Self has to be 
seen, has to be heard, has to be reflected'upon, has to be 
steadily meditated upon."—[Brih, Up. 1V. 5, 6.]; “He 
has to be sought after, He has to be specially desired and 
Known."—[CiAand. Up. VILL. 7.1.J; “Having discovered 
Him, let him practise knowledge."—[Brik. Up. IV. 4.21. 
“There is in it the small etherial space. What exists with: 
in that (small etherial space), that has to be sought after, 
that has to be well understood.'—[Chhand, Up. VII 1. 1. 
“There also is the blissful small etherial space, What- 
ever is within it, that has to be meditated upon.” 
—[M. Nar. X.7.]: and because also, it is declared in the 
following scriptural passage— He who knows the Brah- 
‘man attains the Highest."—[Taitt, Up. IL. 1. 1.], as well as 
in other similar scriptural passages, that the Brahman is 
attained as a consequence (of those results of worship). 
‘Therefore the true nature of the Brakman and His attri- 
utes are made out only as being helpful to actions, in the 
same way in which (the knowledge of the nature of the 
thing to be attained is helpful to action) in the analogous 
case of Swarga,?™* which is in itself'a particular place of 
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such pleasure as is unmixed with pain, and also in other 
similar cases; (it is found to be so helpful) in the case of 
the pre-eminence?7* which is to be derived from the per- 
formance of the nocturnal sa/ras**¢ and (also) in the case 
of that relation of cause and effect which exists between the 
reviling and beating?™* (of the Brahmanas) and the fine 
of a hundred gold coins (prescribed therefor). 

Eyen in sentences like—" Bring the ox", the signific- 
‘ance of words does not relate to actions, because the ‘action’ 
thought of by you is difficult of definition. Indeed, your 
‘action’ comes into existence after the volition (in relation 
to it), and is (simply)that which is aimed at by that volition, 
‘To be that, which is aimed at by volition, isto be the object 
of volition. And to be the object #7 of volition is to be that 
which (that) volition most desires to attain, And that 
which is most desired to be attained is pleasure, or the 
avoidance of existing pain by its means. ‘This being so, if 


275. Agin, the Vader give, in also mentioned. in Vedic literature, 
‘one place, the injunction" He shall 277- And again, the Vedat prohi- 
perform the nocturnal sacrifices." bic he reviling and the beating of a 
Flvewhere, the revolt of the perfor= Beahmapa by means of the injunction- 
mance of nocturnal sacrifices is stat- “Therefore, let him oot revile and 
tainment of eminence, beat a Brthmaga." Twit Semf, U1. 
ce, In the paseage— 6.10.2. The eect of violating this 
Those, indeed, who perform these injunction ia given io the following 
nocturnal sacrifices, they attain emi- passage 2" He who reviles and 
rience.” This pasage is helpfal to beats{a BrBhmaga) let him be punish 
action in as muchasit simulates the ed. by the fine of a hundred gold 
desire to attain eminence, and thus coins.” Tait, Samd. My 6 10. 2. 
leads to the performance of those noc: This passage the revue 
‘yond saerifices. Vide Pir Moe. IV. Rowing from disobeying. the injne- 
217 10 19 tion, and thus fs help in producing 
376A Sats is long sacrifice the dese t0 act in accordance: with 
oF sacrical session lasting, aecord~ the above prohitition, 
ing te dome, feom 130 f00 day. 278, Vide Panini 1. 4. 49) for 
‘Suiras of many years duration are this defwition af karma or objec. 
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4 person, who desires to have pleasure, &e., perceives that 
these things cannot be acquired -without any effort on 
his own part, then, that person is seen to act voluntarily 
like one who is desirous of putting forth effort. ‘Thus, 
regarding that which is the object of desire, it is nowhere 
seen that to possess the characteristics of the thing aimed 
‘at by volition is anything other than to lave its (own) 2c- 
complishment dependent on (that) volition, And an object 
of desire posseses the character of what stimulates. (the 
accomplishment of that desire), only in +o far as the 
‘nccomplishiment (of that object of desire) is dependent upon 
effort ; because (all) activity proceeds only from this 
(ilependence of accomplishment on effort). 

Moreover, to be aimed at by volition is not to be that 
which is agreeable to men; because pleasure itself (which 
is no action) is that which is agreeable to men. Further, 
the cessation of pain does not possess the (positive) 
character of being what is agreeable to men, Indeed, the 
discrimination between the true nature of pleasure and pain 
is to the effect that what is agreeable to men is pleasure, 
and that what is disagreeable to them is pain, Pain is 
that which is disagreeable; and hence, its cessation becomes 
‘a desirable thing, but not because that (cessation) is (in a 
positive way) agreeable. Indeed, the existence of a thing 
in accordance with its own true nature, in a condition 
which is free from the association of what is agreeable as 
well as of what is disagreeable, constitutes the cessation 
of pain, Therefore action and (all) other similar things, 

_which are different from pleasure, cannot possess the 
character of what is agreeable. Moreover, it, (viz, action) 
also cannot be what is agreeable, even on account of its 
aiming at pleasure; because it is itself of the nature of pain. 
Even when it aims at pleasure, there is only the mere 
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desire to appropriate that (pleasure). Further, to be 
what is aimed at by volition is not to be that prin- 
cipal thing which has (that) volition subordinate to 
itself; because, on your side, the character of being 
(such) a principal thing has not been defined. And 
‘since the character of being +o subordinate (to a principal 
thing) is the same as to be capable of being invariably 
influenced by the volition which is set in motion in 
obedience to the purposes of another,—it is not thereby 
made out that the character of being (such) a prin- 
cipal thing is to be that which is oppositely correlated 
to that (subordinate thing). For, if it were »0, the volition 
would not possess the character of what is so subordinate ; 
‘and that which isto be accomplished by it would not, in 
consequence, have the character of a principal thing. And 
again, for the reason that the character of being a subordi- 
nate thing is (simply) to be capable of producing that prac- 
tical activity which is intended to serve the purposes of 
another, it cannot be said that that another forms the princi- 
pal thing ; because the character of being what is aimed at 
(by volition) is all that is to be defined (here), and because 
also the master too is seen to be capable of producing the 
activity which is intended to serve the purposes of the ser- 
vant. But if it be said that the master, in accordance with 
his own desire,puts forth voluntary activity even in the mat- 
terof feeding the servan 
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is replied that this is not right ; 
because the servant also, out of his own desire, puts forth 
voluntary activity in the matter of feeding the master. 
‘Thus the true nature of ‘action’ it-elf has not been defined; 
and it is improper (to hold) that what is correlated to 


‘action’, (as the thing to be accomplished by it), is the sub- 
ordinate thing, and that what is correlated to this (subor- 
dinate thing as the owner thereof) is the principal thing. 
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Also, to be what is aimed at by volition is not the xame 
as to constitute the utility of volition. ‘The utility of the 
volition of a person is indeed nothing other than that 
utility which leads to the origination of his volition ; and 
he is himself actuated by desire. Therefore, the thing 
aimed at by volition has not been definitely shown to be 
other than the thing desired. Consequently, it is cer- 
tainly difficult to demonstrate that ‘ action’ consists in 
being that which is accomplished ition as well as in 
being the principal object of vol 

Moreover, a commandment also is different from 
pleasure and the cessation of pain, both of which are 
immediate objects of desire; therefore itsdesirability andthe 
possibility of its being accomplished by volition are both due 
wholly to its forming a means of attaining those (objects 
of desire which are in the form of pleasure and the cessation 
of pain), Its for this very reason that it (viz. the command. 
ment) is other than the verb (denoting action). Otherwise, 
(the action denoted by) the verb itself would form the object 
to be accomplished. The object of accomplishment ex- 
pressed by the /ia?7® and other verbal forms, in harmony: 
with their use along with the word swargakama (in the 
Vedic commandment Jyotishtomena swargakdma yajcta), 
is nothing other than the attainment of Swarga ; therefore 
the object of accomplishment here is that new and invisi- 
ble something itself (known as apfroa),?#? which is other 
than the ephemeral action (of sacrificing), and which 
causes the enduring attainment of Swarga. Accordingly, 
the import of this new and invisible something (aparva)has 
indeed to be made out by imagining it to be the means of 
attaining Swarga, Thus it is said here that that object 
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which is to be accomplished is, at first, arrived at independ- 
ently of all other things; and then, for the purpose of up- 
holding this independent character (of that object of 
accomplishment), it is said that it is only the afroa which 
later on becomes the means of causing the attainment of 
Swarga. Surely this is ludicrous; becaue that word 
(viz. yajeta) which denotes, while in association with the 
word swargakéma, the object of accomplishment, cannot 
at first denote the independent character (of that object of 
accomplishment); and because also that independent thing, 
which is different from pleasure, from the cessation of 
pain, and from the means of attaining them, is not seen to 
bbe capable of being accomplished by means of volition, 
And again, what is this usefulness of the command- 
ment ? If it be said that, like pleasure, commandment 
(also) possesses the character of being agreeable, (it i 
asked) whether commandment constitutes pleasure ; for 
pleasure alone is what is agreeable. Ifit be said (again) that, 
like some particular kind of pleasure or other, it is also a 
peculiar pleasure that is <ynonymous with commandment, 
it has to be explained what means of proof there is to 
establish this, Ifit be said that one’s own experience is 
the means of proof, it is seen not to be so; because even 
you donot experience in any definite manner any pleasure 
arising out of the experience of a commandment, in the 
same way in which (you experience) the pleasure arising, 
out of the experience of (pleasurable) external objects, 
If it be said that a commandment is declared by an autho- 
ritative regulation to be an object of human pursuit, and 
that it is, therefore, carried into effect subsequently, it is 
asked what that authoritative regulation is which sa 
that a commandment is an object of human pursuit. 
It is not the (law-imposing) voice of the people; 
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because that (voice of the people which imposes 
4 commandment) relates to work which is identical 
with pain ; and because also it merely declares (the com- 
mandment) to be worthy of being carried into effect by 
Yolition, only in so far as it forms a means for the attain- 
ment of pleasure and other such things. Nor is it the 
voice of the Vedas, for that also enjoins the duty to be per- 
formed only as a means for the attainment of Swarga anit 
other such things, It is neither the daily obligatory nor 
the occasionally obligatory injunction (of the Smritis); be- 
cause that also possesses its power of importing it (i. 2, a 
commandment), only through the knowledge of (that) new 
and invisible something (or afirva) which is found in the 
sentence**? containing (the word) swargaktma, Therefore, 
asnow stated, it iv unavoidable that that (injunction of the 
Smnritis) also implies the performance of works, (only) for the 
attainment of pleasure and other such things. Tho 
works, the results of which are systematically temporal, 
bear fruit, as soon as they are performed, in the form of 
plenty of food, healthiness, and such other things which 
are enjoyed then (and there) ; and consequently there is no 
knowledge of the experience of that pleasure which in 
contradistinction to them has the nature of (the working 
out of) a commandment. Thus we have no means 
whatsoever to prove that a commandment is a pleasure, 
Even in the explanatory and eulogistic allegories and 
fables found in the Vedas, 7**you do not generally see the 
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description of the various modes of that pleasure which has 
the nature of a commandment, in the same way in 
which (you there see) the description of the various 
modes of the pleasure which relates to Sarga and 
such other things. ‘Therefore, it is finally con 
cluded that, even in those passages which give out 
only injunctions, the Zia and the other inflectional 
forms of the verb denote, as established by the science of 
grammar itself, the fact that the meaning of a root relates 
to nothing other than what is to be accomplished by the 
activity of the agent. Under the aphorism—“ From 
Him (comes) the fruit (of our works), because (such a thing) 
is appropriate.’"—[Ved. Sa. Il. 2. 37.], it will be est 
Ablished that sacrifices and other such things, which are 
denoted by the verbal roots (used in scriptural command- 
ments), possess the character of constituting the worship of 
the Highest Person who is the internal ruler of gods like 
Agni (Bire), &e,; and that the accomplishment of the re= 
sults aimed at (by such works) comes from that Highest 
Person (who ix 80) worshipped. 


Therefore it is conclusively proved that the Vedanta 
teaches the Highest Braman (the import of the words 
denoting whom is) naturally established. Accordingly, the 
endlessness and the eternity: of the fruits resulting from 
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the worship of the Brahman are also proved, In the case 
ofthe chtfurmasya*®2- sacrifice and other such (ritualistic) 
works also, it istanght that mere works yield unenduring re- 
sults ; and therefore it has to be understood that the teach- 
ing regarding (their) indestructible results i meant to be 
indicative of (their) relative superiority, as in the follow- 
ing among other passages where the scripture 
“This vayu (air) and (this) anlaritsha (ether) are inmor- 
tal." [Brih. Up. U. 3. 3]28¢ Thus, mere works yield 
inconsiderable and unenduring. results, and the knowledge 
of the Brahman yields infinite and ever enduring results, 
Consequently, it is maintained that it i proper to com- 
mence that enquiry into the Braman the fruit of which is 
the determination of that (knowledge of the Brafman). 


Vide snpre pe24s.e 273 its results Ist Tonge th 
244, The idea intended to be com any other kind of work’ 
veyed here is thie—Thereareexpli- the immortality. of a 
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from the performance of ritualistic ment regarding the impermanence of 
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To point out what that Brahman really is which is 

stated to be the object of the enquiry here, he (the Satra- 

ara) says— 

Siitra 2. Janmadyasya yatal 
(The Brahman is that) from whom (proceed) the 

creation, &c., of this (universe), 


‘The word janmadi means creation, preservation, and 
destruction. The attributive compound?#® (here) denotes 
that (collection of things) which is characterised (as 
having ‘creation’ at its beginning), ‘The word asya 
denotes the world which js constituted in an unthinkably 
varied and wonderful fashion, and which is mixed up with 
(all) the individual souls, beginning with Brahma and 
ending with a clump of grass, each of which has its own 
particularly assigned enjoyment of the fruits (of Aarmas) 
limited to particular times and places. The word yatah 
denotes that that Highest Person who is the Lord of all, 
who possesses a nature which is hostile to all that is evil, 
who wills the truth, who possesses innumerable auspicious 
qualities, such as knowledge, bliss, &c., who is omniscient, 
oninipotent, and mereiful in the highest degree, and from 
whom proceed creation, preservation, and destruction, — 
(it denotes that that Highest Person) is the Braman, 
‘This is the meaning of this stra. 

‘There is the scriptural passage which begins with—“The 
celebrated Bhrigu, son of Varuna,.approached his father, 
saying ‘Reverend sir, teach me the Brakman”",—and con- 


385, Vide Patanjalis Maki-BAiede on Papin Lt, 27 112.24; Vt te 


33 


hitp2/ac 


org 


258 Sri-Buasuva, [Chap. 1. Part. 1 


cludes with—“ From whom all these beings are bora, by 
whom, when born, they are all preserved, and to whom they 
go when they perish,—do thou desire to know that well ; 
that is the Brahman,” [Taitt, Up. WL. 1. 1.). Here there 
arises the doubt whether or not it is possible to know the 
Brahman definitely by means of this passage. It is perhaps 
held that it is not possible, The words creation, &c., do not, 
indeed, define the Brahman by constituting His charac- 
terising attributes ; for, (if they did), there would result 
the predication of non-unity in relation to the Bradman, in 
consequence of His being characterised by many attributes. 
Indeed to be the characterising attribute (of a thing) is to 
be that which distinguishes it (from other things). It may 
‘be urged that in the instance,—“Devadatta is brown, youth= 
{ul, red-eyed, and synmmetrical in form’, —there is seen only 
one Devadatta, although there are many characterising 
attributes (in relation to him); and that, similarly, in the 
case here also there is only one Brakman, It can not 
beso, In that case, all the characterising attributes meet 
in only one individual, because the oneness (which relates to 
Devadatta) is made out through other means of proof, 
Otherwise, even in that ease, the predication of non-unit 
would be unavoidable on account of this distinguishing 
character (of those attributes). But here, (in the case 
under discussion), it is intended to’ define the Brawman by 
means of thissame (collectively given) attribute (of creation, 
&c,); accordingly, that predication of plurality in relation to 
the Brahman, which results from a variety of distinguishing 
attributes, is unavoidable for the reason that the oneness of 
the Brahman is not made out by other means of proof, 
IC it be said that that oneness is made out here also, because 
the word -Brakman (in the scriptural passage under 
discussion) is only one,—it is replied that it cannot be so 
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made out. If, to a person who does not know any indiyi- 
dual ox, and who is desirous to know (the ox), it is given 
out—“"An ox is that which is broken-homed, hornless and 
fully horned”,—there will then be the apprehension (by 
him) ofa plurality of individual oxen, owing to there being 
a variety of distinguishing attributes, such as the posses- 
sion of broken homs and 0 on, although the word ox 
is used only once; aceordingly, there must be many: indivi 
dual Brahmans, For this very reason it is not possible 
for these characteristics (of creation, &c.,) to constitute 
even collectively the definition of the thing which it is 
intended todefine. Nor can (these attributes of creation, 
&c,) point out (the Brakman) by constituting (His) 
accidental characteristics, because there is no apprehension 
(of the Brakman) in any other form. Indeed, all acci« 
dental characteristics are seen to be the means of appre- 
hending, under a different form, a thing already known in 
some one particular form; as in the following among other 
instances, namely;—“ Where there is that crane, that is 
Devadatta’s field.” And it may be said that the creation, 
&c,, of the world form accidental characterisations in rela- 
tion to Him who has already been made out by means of 
(the passige) ‘The Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, 
Up. A. 1. 1.}. But itis not right, for the 
reason that, in relation to these two passages which define 
the Brahman, there results the fallacy of reciprocal depend- 
fence ; in as much as the form (of the thing to be defined) 
denoted by either (of those passages) is dependent, upon 
that which is denoted by the other. Therefore it is 
not possible to know the Brakman by means of any 
definition. 

To this it is said in reply as follows -—It is possible 
toknow the Brakman by means of the creation, presery- 
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ation, and destruction of the world, which (together) 
constitute (His) accidental characteristics. Moreover, 
there can be (here) no non-apprehension of the Brahman 
due to the non-apprehension ofa form (in relation to Him), 
other than the form which is characterised by thee 
accidental characteristics, Indeed, that which is charac- 
terised (here) by means of accidental characteristics is 
Greatness unsurpassed “in excellence ; and it is Growth 
also, because the root*#* rik (to grow) is capable of that 
meaning. And the creation, preservation, and destruction 
of the world constitute the accidental characteristics of 
that (Brahman thus made out to be Greatness and Growth), 
By the expressions— from whom, ‘by whom’ and ‘(to) 
whom’, the cause of the ereation, &e., (of the world) is 
pointed out (in this passage) as though it is a well know: 
thing; and it is, accordingly, restated here in conformity 
with that well known knowledge. And the: fact of (that 
cause) being thus well known is due to the only one 
thing, which ix expressed by the word ‘ Existence’ (or sa/), 
forming the instrumental and the material cause (of the 
world), as it is given in the passage— Existence alone, 
iny dear child, this was in the beginning, one only, 
without a second......[t thought—‘May I become 
many and be born’. It created tojas.” [Ghhand. Up. 
VI. 2.1 & 3.) And this (fact of the Brahman forming 
the instrumental and the material cause of the world) 
results thus: ftom the statement that this Existence’ 
‘was one only in the beginning, there is the predication of 
the character of a material cause (in relation to that only 
fone thing) ; and from the expression ‘without a second’, 
there is the negation of any other presiding deity; and 
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again from the statement—“It thought, ‘May 1 become 
many and be born’; It created fjas"—there is the 
declaration of only one (Being as constituting the deity 
presiding over creation). “Hence that is the Brasiman 
from whom proceed the creation, preservation, and destruc- 
tion of the world ; consequently, the attributes of creation, 
preservation and destruction define the Brahman to be 
that thing which is their own instrumental and material 
cause, The Brahman is understood to be that Greatness 
which consists in possessing omniscience, the quality of will- 
ing the truth, and wonderful powers and v0 on, which are all 
implied in His being the instrumental and the material 
cause of the world ; and for this reason also there does not 
arise the inappropriateness which is due to the non-realisa 
tion of another form (in relation to the Brahman), because 
creation, &c., constitute the characteristics (of the Brah- 
mani) s0 realised. 

‘There ix nothing wrong in creation, &c., forming even 
the defining characteristics (of the Brahman), in as much 
as they are (His) attributes, ven those attributes which 
form the defining characteristics (of a thing) denote that 
thing which is contrary to what is characterised by their 
opposites. Even when the ithing, which it ix desired to 
define, happens to be (only) one and has its essential 
nature unknown,—(even then for that one thing) to be 
characterised by many attributes, which do not conflict 
swith each other, does not imply any differentiation Gin 
relation to it) ; because all the characterising attributes are 
seen to relate to one and the same thing, and are thus 
applied together to one and the same thing. But the 
attributes of being broken-homed, &c., (mentioned before 
in relation to the ox), indicate different individual oxen, 
solely by reason of the contradiction (existing between 
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the attributes themselves). But here (ic. in the case of 
the Brakman) the attributes of creation, &c., do not con- 
tradict (each other) owing to the difference in the time (of 
their occurrence). ‘The Brahman, who is the cause of the 
creation, &c., of the world, is apprehended from the passage 
which begins with— From whom all these beings are 
bom "—[Taitt. Up. 11. 1. 1.], and deals with the cause of 
the universe ; and the scriptural passage—“ The Brakman 
is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity.’-~[Taitt, Up. 1.1.1), 

denotes that essential nature of His which is different 
from all other things. Here the word ‘Existence’ denotes 
the Brahman as possessing the state of the unconditioned 
being. By this (word) the non-intelligent thing (or matter) 
which is subject to modifications, and the intelligent thing 
(or the individual soul) which is associated with it are 
(both) excluded ; because these two (things) are not cap. 
able of unconditioned existence, owing to the fact that they: 
are capable of existing in various states s0 as to assume 
various names, The word ‘ Knowledge’ denotes (in rela- 
tion to Him) the eternal and uncontracted condition of 
pure intelligence. By this (word) the released souls are ex- 
cluded (from the definition of the Brakman), owing to the 
fact that their intelligence must have been at one time in a 
contracted state. The word Infinity’ denotes that essen- 
tial nature (of His) which is free from the limitations of 
space, of time, and of being some one particular thing 
(among others). ‘This essential nature (of the Brahman) 
is possessed of attributes, and therefore (His) infinity is the 
consequence of (His) nature as well as qualities. By this 
(word) are excluded (all) those freed individual souls whowe 
nature and qualities are not unsurpassed (in excellence), 
and who are distinct from the two classes of things 
already excluded (from the definition of the Braéman) by 
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means of the first two words (Existence and Kuowledge) ; 
because characterising attributes possess the power of ex- 
usively defining things. Therefore, by means of this 
passage, namely,?®*“The Brakmanis Existence, Knowledge, 
Infinity”, that Brahman, whose true nature is made out 
from the creation, &c., of the world, is defined as being 
different from all other things; and thus there is (here) no 
fallacy of reciprocal dependence, Consequently, it is a 
settled conclusion that the Brafiman who is the cause of 
the creation, &c., of all the worlds, who is untainted, who 
is omniscient, who wills the truth, and who is omnipotent, 
is capable of being understood by means of a definition, 
‘Thove again who say that the object of the enqui 
(here) is the attributeless thing,—according to their view, 
the aphorisms?**—“ (Then therefore) the enquiry into the 
Brahman", and “(That is the Brakman) from whom (pro- 
ceed) the creation, &c., of this (universe).’—would be inap- 
propriate ; because there is (here) the etymological expla- 
nation?*® that the Brahman isunsurpassed Greatnest and 
Growth ; and also because that same Brakman is declared 
(herein) to be the cause of the creation, &c., of the world, 
Similarly, in the groups of succeeding aphorisms, as well as 
in the groups of scriptural passages quoted under those 
aphorisms, it may be observed that the association of the 
powers of seeing’, &c., i predicated (in relation to the 
Brahman), Hence the sitras (or aphorisms) and the 
scriptural passages quoted under those aphorisms do not 
constitute any authority for that (i. . for holding the view: 
that, the object of the enquiry here is the attributeless 
thing). Logie also is no means of proving that. thing 
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which is devoid of characterising attributes ; because 
deals with such a thing as is associated with the character- 
istics of that which forms the basis of logical inference, and 
which is invariably concomitant with the characteristics of 
the thing to be proved. The thing which is devoid of 
characterising attributes is not established even according 
to your own imaginary position that the Brakman is that 
from whom proceeds the illusion regarding the creation, 
&e, of the world; because thereby it will have to be 
admitted that ignorance (or avidya) is the source of this 
illusion, and that the Brahman is the witness of this 
ignorance, Indeed, (He) is said to be a witness simply 
because (He) has the character of homogeneous luminosity. 
And luminosity is a characteristic which distinguishes (the 
possessor thereof) from what is non-intelligence, and it has 
the nature of what makes itself and other things fit to be 
realised (by the mind), If this be so (admitted), then there 
reaults (to the Brahman) the condition of being qualified 
by characterising attributes, If this be not (so admitted), 
there would be no luminosity at all, and there would be 
only nothingness, 


ADHIKARANA. III. 


Sastrayonitwadhikarana. 


It has been stated that the Brahman, who is the 
cause of the creation, &c., of the world, is capable of being 
made out from the Vedanta. This is improper. Indeed, 


mountain is Gery;because ftsmokes", 
spllogiam, the minor term is found the minor term ‘mountain ie asto- 
associated with the characteristics of ciated with the characteristics of the 
‘the middle term which fs associated middle term “smoke which again iy 
withthe characteristics of the major associated with the charactetstcs of 
term, ‘Thus in the syllogism, “The ube major term “fire, 


hittpi/acharya.org - 


Adhik, HII, Sat, 3] SRi-Buasnya. 265 


that (Brahman) is not established by (Vedanéa) passages, 
‘because He is established by means of logical inference. 
To such a supposition, he (the Sttrakdra) says in reply— 


Siitra 3. Sastrayonitwat. 


(That the Brahman is the cause of the creation, &c., 
of the universe, follows altogether from the scripture), 
because the scripture forms the source (of the 
knowledge relating to Him). 

He, in relation to whom the scripture forms the souree, 
or the instrument (of knowledge), or the means of proof,— 
He is the scripture-sourced one, And the state of His 
being so scripture-sourced is His scripture-sourcedness, 
From that, (that is), ftom the astra having the character 
of being the means of acquiring the knowledge relating to 
the Brahman, the Brakman has that (Ststra) for (His) 
source. The Brahmanis altogether beyond the senses, and 
40 does not form the object of any means of proof, such as 
perception, &c.; and the fastra alone forms the means to 
prove Him, Consequently, the scriptural passage beginning 
with—"From whom all these beings are born"—[Taitt, 
Up. ML. x. 1.], certainly teaches that Brakman who ix 
of the nature already described, This is the meaning (of 
this satra). 

It may, however, be said here thus :—Indeedl, it is 
not possible for the Brahman to be that which has the 
Jastra as the means of proving Him; because the Brahman 
is capable of being made out by other means of proof, 
And the Sastra*®? has a meaning only in so far as it relates 
to what has not been already arrived at. 

What?®? then is the means of proving that (Bral- 
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man)? Surely, it is not perception. It (viz. perception) 
is of two kinds; that which is born of the senses, and that 
which is bom of yoga (or introspective realisation through 
mental concentration). The (perception) which is born of 
the senses is of two kinds, namely, outside-born (or exter- 
nal) and inside-born (or intemal). ‘The external senses 
give rise to the knowledge of such of their own objects as 
are fit to be brought into contact (with them) in the usual 
way; and accordingly they do not produce the knowledge 
hhich relates to that particular Person who is capable of 
directly perceiving all things, and is (also) capable of 
bringing them into existence, Nor does the internal 
(perception prove the Brahman); because, in relation to 
external objects (naturally) distinct from pain, pleasure, 
‘&e,, which are (all)internal, it cannot operate independent 
ly of the external senses, Even yogric pereeption®®® does 
not (prove the Brahman). It (viz. yogic perception) results 
from the utmost intensification of mental conception, and 
although it has the characterofa clear presentation before 
consciousness, it is nothing other than the mere remem 
brance of previously experienced things; and itis, therefore, 
no (separate) means of proof, Under these circumstances, 
how can it have the character of direct perception, seeing 
that there is no cause to make it deal with things other 
than those (to which that remembrance and that concep- 
tion relate)? If it did deal with such things, it would 
acquire the character of an illusion. Inference also, 
whether anived at through the particular way ofdeduction 
or arrived at through the generic way of induction, is not 
(the means of proving the Bradman). (Inference) arrived 
at through the particular way of deduction is not (the 
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means of proof here), because there is no knowledge of its 
relating to anything which is beyond the senses, There 
isalso no such basis of inductive inference as is seen to give 
rise to a generalisation and as is invariably associated with 
that particular Person who is capable of directly perceiving 
all things and of actually bringing those (things) into 
existence, 

Tt may, however, be again objected thus :—*#4 (The 
idea of) the world being a produced effect is invariably 
associated with (the idea of) there being, (in relation to 
it), an agent, who knows thoroughly its material cause, its 
auxiliary implements of production, its disposal and its 
purpose. The idea also that the world is produced-by: 
‘the non-intelligent thing (or matter) is invariably associated 
with the idea of its being subject to the control of a single 
intelligent being. Indeed, all produced effects such as 
pots, &c., are seen to be associated with a producing agent 
who knows their material cause, their auxiliary implements 
of production, their disposal and their purpose, (For 
example), one's own body, which is produced out .of 
non-intelligent matter and is free from disease, is indeed 
subject to the control of a single intelligent being, ‘The 
world isa produced effect, because it ic made up of compo- 
nent parts, 

It is replied (to this) as follows :~—What is it (for a 
thing) tobe subject to the control of a single intelligent 
being? It is, «urely, not to have the origin and. the exist- 
cence (of that thing) subject to the control of that (being) ; 
for, then, the illustrative example (given above) will be 
found to be defective in regard to that which is to be 
proved. Indeed, one’s own body, which is free from 
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disease, has not its origin and existence subject to the 
control of a single intelligent being ; because, to all (those) 
intelligent beings, such as the wife, &c., who are the 
enjoyers of that body, the origin and the existence of that 
(body) appear to be due to something that is unknown, 
Moreover, the body which is organically made up of con- 
stituent parts does not, for the purpose of existing in the 
form of a complete whole the constituent parts of which 
‘are inherently associated together, stand in need of an 
intelligent being over and above the peculiar putting 
together of its constituent parts, And that (kind of) 
existence, which is characterised by life, can not possibly 
be predicated in relation to the earth, the ocean, the 
mountain, &c,, which are all admitted to fall into the same 
class (as the body) ; and hence, we find that there is no 
(kind of) existence that is of a uniform nature and is found 
to be alike in the case under consideration as well as in 
other parallel cases, If it be said that (for a thing) to be 
subject to the control of a (single intelligent) being, is the 
same as to have its movements determined by that (single 
being), then, this (law) is seen to be transgressed in the case 
of heavy chariots and stones and trees and other such 
objects, which are all capable of being moved only by 
many intelligent beings,—{although they are all produced 
out of non-intelligent matter and have thus to be under 
stood in accordance with the above hypothesis to be 
subject to the control of a single intelligent being), If it 
be said that it (viz. the fact of being produced out of non- 
intelligent matter) is the same as to be simply dependent 
upon intelligent beings, then, there arises the fallacy of prov- 
ing the proved. Moreover, it is proper to admit that the in- 
dividual souls alone, which are accepted by both parties, 
do possess the quality of being agents; because there is 
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(the support of) simplicity (in favour of such an admis- 
sion). And it is not right to hold that it is impossible 
for the quality of being an agent to exist in relation to 
the individual souls, since they do not know the material 
cause, &c,, (in regard to the production of things); for, all 
the individual souls are in possession of the power of direct- 
ly perceiving the material cause (of things) such asthe (ele~ 
ment)earth, &c,, and (also) the auxiliary means (of produc- 
ing them), such as sacrifices, &c, Accordingly, the (element) 
earth, &c.,and sacrifices, &c., are directly perceived by them 
now. In elation to the intelligent beings (viz, the individual 
souls), there is (indeed) no impossibility of the quality of 
being anagent, even in the absence of the direct perception 
of that unseen something?®s which is expressed by the 
word apirva and. by other words, and has the nature of the 
power which results from sacrifices, &c.,that form the auxi- 
liary means (of producing things); because the production of 
4 thing, does not stand in need of such direct perception, In- 
deed, the direct perception of that which has power is alone 
useful in causing the production of anything, It is the know- 
ledge alone, but not the direct perception, of power that ix 
(here) weful. As a matter of fact, potters and others do not 
begin their work of making jars, water-pots, and such 
other things, only after having directly perceived the 
power of those things (which form the auxiliary imple- 
ments of production) ; in the same way in which (they 
perceive) the rod, the wheel, and the other things that 
form the auxiliary means to the performance of their work. 
And, in the case of those intelligent beings (or the indivi- 
dual souls) who are, in accordance with the Saséras, under- 
stood to possess the particular kind of power which results 
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from sacrifices, &e, it is not-(at all) inappropriate here 
that they do the work (of producing things). Moreover, 
that thing the making of which is possible and the know- 
ledge relating to the material cause, &c., of which is also 
possible, —that thing alone is seen to have (been produced 
by) an agent who knows those (possibilities). But the 
earth, the mountain, the great ocean, &c., are things 
the making of which is impossible (to individual 
souls), and the knowledge of the material cause, &e, 
in relation to them is also impossible (to individual souls); 
therefore they are not made by intelligent beings (or the 
individual souls), Hence, it is only such a quality of being 
4 produced effect as is found in association with a thing 
which is like jars, water-pots, and other objects resembling. 
them, which is it-elf capable of being made (by individual 
souls), and the material cause, &e., relating to which are 
(all) capable of being known (by them),—(it is only this 
quality of being a produced effect) that is competent. to 
establish that an intelligent maker (or agent) must have 
necessarily preceded (the production of that thing), Fur- 
ther, such a produced effect asa pot or any other similar 
object is seen to have been caused by one who is not the 
lord of all, whose knowledge and. power are very limited, 
who hax a body, who is provided with auxiliary imple- 
ments of production, and whose desires are unfulfilled ; 
accordingly, this means of proving an intelligent agent. (in 
relation to the world), from the fact of the world. possess 
ing the characteristics of a produced thing, establishes an 
intelligent agent who is altogether of the above-mentioned 
nature; and thus it proves unfavourable, for the reason 
that it establishes in relation to the Person intended to be 
proved here (a+ the agent in the act of creation) the 
opposites of omniscience, the lordship of all, and other 
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stich qualities, Moreover, owing to this much alone, it 
cannot be said that all logical inferences have to be given 
up (in this matter). If a thing which has to be proved 
by logical reasoning falls (also) within the scope of some 
‘other means of proof, then all such mistaken characteristics 
(inrelation to that thing), as are arrived at on the strength of 
the bases of logical inference, arecontradicted by that (other) 
means of proof; and hence those (characteristics) cease to 
be, But here, in the case of Him who is the thing to be 
proved, whois incapable of being dealt with by all other 
means of proof (than the Sas¢ras), and who is skilled in the 
creation of all the worlds, all the attributes, which are, as a 
rule, invariably associated with Him and are made out by 
means of direct and converse processes of logical inference, 
are; without exception, rightly found to be relevant and 
admissible; and they continue to remain as such, because 
there is no other means of proving (Him) by which these 
attributes may become stultified, Therefore, how is the 
Lord to be established without the agamas (or Sastras) ? 
Here (again), they (viz. the Afrvapakshins)®®* say as 
follows:—It is not possible to deny the fact that the 
world is a produced effect; simply because it is made up 
of constituent parts. And the following are the syllo- 
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gistic statements (in regard to this position):—(1) The 
earth, the mountain, &e., which are (all) the subject of 
Giscussion (here), are produced effects,—because they are 
made up of constituent parts ; as is the case with pots, &c, 
(2) Similarly, the earth, the ocean, the mountain, &c,, which 
are (all) the subject of discussion (here), are produced 
effects,—hecause, being themselves gross, they possess the 
power of being set in motion ; asis the case with a pot, 
(3) The body and the world, &c., are produced effects,— 
hecause, being themselves gross, they have a definite form; 
as is the case with a pot. In the case of such substances 
as are made up of constituent parts, we do not find any 
characteristic, other than the fact of their being made up 
‘of constituent parts, which uniformly defines the state ofa 
produced effect +o as to point out what is (really so) pro» 
uced and what is not, If it be said that the possibility 
of (auch things) being made, and the possibility of knowing 
their material cause, &c., are found invariably associated 
with the fact of things being produced effects,—it is replied 
that to hold so ix not right, Even in the case of things 
which are accepted to be produced effects, the knowledge 
and the power (relating to the maker of the produced 
thing) are inferred from the product itself, Elsewhere also, 
the fact of a thing being a produced effect is made out 
through its being made up of constituent partsand through 
such other (causes). Hence, those two things (viz. the 
knowledge and the power ofthe producer of an effect) are 
certainly capable of established (by inference). 
‘There is, thus, no peculiarity here. Accordingly, in the 
case of jars, water-pots and other made things, a person, 
after knowing that they are produced effects, makes out, 
by means of inference, the knowledge and the power which 
are found in the producing agent and are needed for the 
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making of those things, And (such a person) sees the 
palace of a king which he had never before seen, and 
which is wonderfully planned. Then, by means of the 
peculiarity in the arrangement of its parts, he arrives at 
the conclusion that it is a produced effect ; and immediate 
ly afterwards he learns by inference the wonderful nature 
of the knowledge and the power possessed by the producer 
(of that palace) for (the purpose of producing) it, There- 
fore, ifthe character of being a produced effect is established 
in the case of the body, of the world and such other things, 
then, a particular Person, who is eapable of directly per- 
ceiving and of creating all things as well as of performing 
other actions in relation to them, is certainly proved 
Moreover, in the case of intelligent beings (i. ¢. the indivi- 
ual souls), the enjoyment of pleasure and pain is based 
upon merit and demerit (respectively) ; however, these two 
things (via. merit and demerit) are not themselves intelli- 
sent, and are not presided over by any intelligent being ; 
hence they are not themselves capable of being the means 
of yielding the fruits (of Aarma). Accordingly, some 
particular Person, who is capable of skilfully awarding all 
fruits in accordance with all the (various) armas, has to 
be postulated ; becatise hatchets and other instruments, 
which are themselves not intelligent, are not, for instance, 
seen to be the means of producing the sacrificial pole and 
such other things, when not presided over by a carpenter, 
even though the proper place, the proper time, and the 
numerous other accessories (for making them) are all 
available and at hand. The case of the seed becoming the 
sprout and all other similar cases (also) fall within the 
scope of this case under discussion ; therefore to maintain 
any variation in logic in relation to them is to display that 
‘ignorance which belongs to demons learned in the scriptures, 
35 
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For the very same reason, the statement which main- 
tains that the above logic has to vary in the case of pleasure 
and other such thingsis (also) quite similar in character. 
Further, it is not proper to assume, for the sake of ximplici- 
ty, that this kind of presidentship belongs to the indivi- 
dual souls themselves, which are admitted by both parties ; 
because, in their case, it is conclusively established that 
they do not possess the power of perceiving what is 
subtle, what is hidden, and what is far away. Indeed, in 
all cases, the hypothesis has to be altogether in accordance 
with the perception. And, in the case of the Lord of all, 
there can be no demonstration of powerlessness, as (there 
is) inthe case of the individual soul, ‘Therefore, it is 
not impossible to prove Him by other means of proof (than 
the scripture). He (the Lord) is proved to be arrived at ax 
the cause of a produced effect which is invariably associat 
ed with an efficient producing agent ; and hence He is 
surely made out as naturally possessing the power 
of directly perceiving and controlling all things, — What 
has been already stated?®® to the effect that, by 
postulating the absence of lordship, &c., (in relation 
to the agent of creation), there results the fact of prov= 
ing, (in relation to that agent), the opposites of certain 
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(desired) attributes, that is due to the ignorance 
of the various processes of logical inference ; because 
all the attributes which are found to existtogether in ana- 
Togous and parallel cases, but do not themselves form the 
cause of producing the effect (in question), are not found to, 
exist in the thing to be proved. What is said is this :— 
Anything which ha: to be produced (or made) by any one 
requires, for its production, that its producer should have. 
the power of producing it, and have ako the knowledge of” 
its material cause and of the auxiliary means (needled for 
producing it). It does not require, (on his part), the ineap- 
ability of producing other things and the ignorance in re- 
gard to other (causes and means); because they (vir, this 
powerlessness and this ignorance) do not form the cause 
(of what he has to produce). When, indeed, the production 
of a thing is possible by means of the power of producing 
it and by means of the knowledge of its material cause and 
of the accessories (needed for producing it), the ignorance, 
&c, of other things do not in any way affect (the produc- 
tion of it); and hence they do not deserve to form the cause 
of its production, merely on the score that they are seen to 
be in some way related (to that cause). Moreover, 
do (that) ignorance and that other thing (viz, powerless- 
ness) which, relating to objects other than the thing to be 
produced, are, (according to you), capable of affecting the 
production of a thing—(do they) relate to all (such pro- 
ducible) things, or do they relate to only a few (such) 
things? Surely, they cannot relate to all (such) things, 
for it is not right to say that potters and others do not 
know anything other than what has to be produced by 
them. Nor do they relate only toa few (such) things ; 
because there is no definite rule to settle, in the case of 
every one of all the agents, what particular kind of ignorance 
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and powerlesmness he is to have, and there results, in 
consequence, 2 straying away from the hypothesis to 
postulate jgnorance, &c,, in relation to all things. There- 
fore, the fact that non-lordship and other such attributes, 
which do not affect the producibility of things, are not 
found in association with what is to be proved (i. ¢. with 
the Creator), does not (indeed) prove the contrary (of what 
is to be proved). It may be said that, since potters 
and others are seen to possess the power of controlling the 
se of rods, wheels, &c., only with the help of their bodies, 
it is therefore impossible for the Lord who has no body to 
become the controller of the material cause of the world 
and of the ausiliary means (needed for producing it). 
In such a case, it is replied that it is not right to hold #0, 
because the expulsion and destruction of ghosts, demons, 
poisons, &e., found in the bodies of others are seen to re 
sult solely with the help of the will (of the magician) 
Ifit be asked, how the Lord who has no body can Himself 
have that will which makes others act, it is replied that 
the will is not dependent upon the body, in as much as the 
body does not form the cause of the will, The mind alone 
is the cause of the will, and that is admitted to be found in 
the Lord also; because, from the very same fact of (the 
world’s) being a produced effect, His mind also is arrived 
at (by us through inference), in the same way in which His 
knowledge and power are. If it be said that, since he alone 
has the mind who has the body, the will born of the mind 
belongs only to him who has the body,—it is replied that it 
cannot be so; because the mind is eternal, and the mind 
continues to exist even after the destruction of the body, and 
isnot, in consequence, invariably associated with it. Thus, 
the individual soul who is under the influence of merit and 
demerit, and who is possessed of power and knowledge, is 
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not competent to produce such effects as the creation of 
the body, the world, &c., which are all characterised by 
a peculiarly wonderful arrangement of (their) constituent 
parts, Consequently, that particular Person, namely, the 
Lord, who is clever in the creation of all the worlds, 
whore knowledge, power, and lord-hip are tnthinkable and 
immeasurable, who is without a body, who, merely by 
means of the instrument of volition, has established this 
infinite and wide world of wonderful arrangements,—(stich 
a Lord) is established solely by means of the logical process 
of inference. Therefore, in as much as the Brahman is 
capable of being conclusively made out by a means of proof 
(other than the scriptures), this scriptural passage (viz, 
“From whom, all these beings are born, &c.”,) does not 
establish the Brahman. Moreover, it is seen that only 
two very extremely different things, namely, the mud and 
the potter, constitute the material and the instrumental 
causes (of « pot). It is not further proper to suppose that 
the spatial ether and such other things, which have no 
constituent parts, possess the character of a produced effect, 
Consequently it is not possible to establish that the only 
one Brahman constitutes (both) the material and the 
instrumental causes of the whole world, 

If it be thus argued, we make the following reply :— 

‘The scriptural passage3”° relating to the origin, &c., 
(of the world) certainly gives rise to the knowledge of the 
Brahman as possessing the above-mentioned characteristics, 
Why? Because the Brahman is to be proved solely by 
means of the Sastras. What has been stated to the effect 
that the whole world is a produced effect, in. as much asit is 
made up of constituent parts and (possesses) other allied 
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(characteristics); that a produced effect is seen to be invari- 
‘ably associated with a special agent suited to the production 
thereof; and that, therefore, some one who is clever in the 
creation of all the worlds, and in knowing their material 
cause and the auxiliary means of producing them, has to be 
inferred;—this is improper: because, though the earth, and 
the great ocean, &e., are produced effects, there is no proof 
to show that they were created by one (agent) at only one 
particular time. Again, all the things (in the world) do 
not possess the character of constituting a single produced 
cllect, in the same way in which a pot does (possess 
tuch a character), +0 that there may be one agent (to 
produce them all) at one and the same time; because, in 
the case of produced things, which are quite distinct from 
fone another, there is the perception of difference in 
time and of difference in agents; and there is, in conse- 
quence, no apprehension of any rule laying down only one 
particular agent and one particular time (in regard to the 
production of things). Again, inasmuch as the individual 
souls are incapable of creating the wonderful world, and 
in as much as it is inappropriate to assume many (individual 
souls to be the creators of the world), when, on the strength 
of the world being a produced effect, an agent differ- 
ent from those (individual souls) has to be assumed (as 
the ereator of the world),—merely on this score it is not 
right to hold that there must be only one agent (in the matter 
of creating the world): because, owing to the fact that those 
individual souls themselves who have increased their special 
merits are seen to possess wonderful powers, and owing also 
to the fact that to them alone there is the possibility of the 
fruition of that highly increased influence (of the Rarmas) 
which is known as adrishta,s*? it is appropriate for each 
go, Vide snpra gts 36 
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Of those (individual souls) to form the cause of producing 
particular and distinct created effects; and it is not, in eon- 
sequence, proper to assume (as the agent in the act of 
creation) a person who is distinct from them and is quite 
unseen, Again, the (conceptions of the) simultaneous origin- 
ation of all things and the simultaneous: destruction of all 
things do not deserve to occupy the position of proved 
truth ; because such a thing is not seen (to oceur), 
and because creation and destruction are seen to take 
place only one after another in order, and because also, 
even when the simultaneous origination and destruction 
of all things have to be assumed owing to the fact 
of their being produced effects, there ix nothing wrong 
in supposing that those acts (of creation and destruction) 
take place in accordance with what is ordinarily perceived 
(to be the case). ‘Therefore, if it is the agency of one 
intelligent being (in regard to the production of all things) 
that is to be established, then, there is no invariable asso~ 
ciation of the produced character of things (with such 
single producing agent). Moreover, the subject of the dite 
cussion (viz, such an intelligent being) will (then) have to 
possess attributes generally unknown to be possessed 
by him, and the given example (of the pot) will be 
efective in illustrating the thing to be proved ; because 
such a single person as is capable of creating all things 
is not known to exist. If it is only an intelligent agency 
that is to be established, then there results the fallacy of 
proving the admittedly proved. Is this character of being 
a produced effect, which is intended to prove some one 
being who i possessed of omniscience and omnipotence, 
—(is this) found in relation to all such things as are pro- 
duced at one and the same time ? Or is it found in rela- 
tion to all such things as are produced one after another 


280 Sri-Brasuya. [Chap. I. Part. 1. 


in order? If it be found in relation to all things which 
are held to be produced at one and the same time, then 
(owing to the hypothesis being untrue) the character of 
being a produced effect would itself remain unproved (in 
relation to the world); and if it be found in relation to 
all things which are held to be produced one after another 
in order, then, it would be established that they must be 
produced by many agents, and there would be the conse- 
quent contradiction (of what is to be proved here), Under 
these circumstances, in proving the agency of (only) one 
being (in relation to all produced things in the world),there 
is not only the contradiction of perception and inference, 
but (there is) also the contradiction of the scriptures ; for, 
wwe sce it mentioned (separately) in the scriptures that the 
maker of the pot is born, and also that the maker of the 
chariot is born.2°* 

Moreover, all produced effects such as bodies, &c., are 
seen to be associated with pleasures, &c., which are them- 
selves the produced effects of the qualities of goodness, 
&c,2°9 Therefore, it has necessarily to be admitted that 
All produced effects result from the qualities of goodness, 
&c. The qualities of goodness, &c., which form the source 
of the wonderful variety of produced effects, are indeed the 
special characteristics found in the (producing) cause. It 
is (only) in consequence of the modification of the internal 
organ (or manas) of the person who is possessed of those 
(qualities) that it becomes appropriate to declare that those 


302, The iden fs that, if ll things seripturer contradict the idem that all 
sre produced only by one agent, the produced things have only. one pro- 
maker of the pot cannot be different ducing agent. 
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produced effects result from those (qualities). And, inthe 
case ofsuch a person, the possession of those (qualities) is 
due to karma.s** ‘Therefore, for the very commencement 
of any particular work, as the producing agent's knowledge 
and power, his association with Aarma (also) has necessari- 
ly to be admitted to form, indeed, the cause of a produe- 
ed effect, (It has necessarily to be so admitted), for 
the reason that the wonderful nature of (the agent's) 
knowledge and power is (itself) due to arma, Even 
when it is held that desire is the cause of the commence- 
ment of work, it is not possible to give up the (agent's) 
association with karma, for the reason that that (desire), 
which is specially characterised by its relation to some 
particular object or other, is itself due to the qualities of 
goodness, &e. Therefore the individual souls alone be- 
come the agents, and some one else who is distinct from 
them cannot be established (as agent) by means of logic- 
al inference, And the syliogistic statements (in this 
connection) areas follow :—(1) ‘The body, the world, &ey 
have the individual souls for their (producing) agent 
becatise they possess the character of being produced 
effects, (even) asa pot does: (2) The Lord is no agent 
(in the act of creation); because He has no purpose (in 
creation}, just as released souls (have not): (3) The Lond 
is no agent (in the act of creation) ; because He has no 
body, just as those <ame (released souls have not), And 
this (last reasoning) is not fallacious in being too widely 
applicable to the case of individual souls getting to preside 
over their own bodies, because, in such a case also, there 
is the (previous) existence of the beginningless «ubtle 
body (in association with those souls): (4) ‘Time, about 
304. The word darma here means — the effects of those actione. 
Actions done in previoes births snd 
36 
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which there is difference of opinion, can never have been 
devoid of (created) worlds ; because it possesses the 
character of being time, (even) like the present time, 

‘And again, does the Lord perform work with a body, 
or (does He do so) without a body? Surely, (He does) 
not (do so) without a body; because it is not possible for 
him who has no body to be an agent. Even mental 
actions are possible for him alone who has a body ; be- 
cause, although the mind is eternal, the released souls are 
not known to be characterised by those (mental) actions, 
Nor indeed (does He perform actions) while possessing a 
body because it (viz. the embodied condition of the Lord) 
does not admit any of the possible altemative views (in 
regard to it). Is that body (of the Lord) eternal or non- 
eternal? Surely, it is not eternal ; for, if that (body) 
Which is made up of constituent parts be eternal, there 
would be nothing wrong in the world also being eternal ; 
and consequently, there would be no proving of the Lord. 
Nor also is that (body) non-eternal ; because that which is 
different from it and forms (in its own tun) the cause of that 
body can not then be existent. If it be said that He, (the 
Lord) is alone the cause (of His own body), it is replied 
that it cannot be <0 ; because it is impossible for him who 
has no body to be the cause of that (viz. his own body), 
If it be said that, (at the time of creation), He acquires a 
body by taking unto Himself some body other than His 
own, it is replied that it cannot beso ; because this will 
lead to the fallacy of regressus in infinitum. Ix He 
full of activity or is He devoid of all activity? He is 
not full of activity, because He has no body at all. Nei- 
ther does He who is, like a released soul, devoid of all 
activity, perform any work, If it be maintained that the 
world which is a produced thing has for its (producing) 
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agent one whose activity is only to desire, then the sub- 
ject of the discussion (viz, the creating agent) will have to 
possess attributes generally unknown (to be possessed by 
such as he) ;and the given example will be defective in 
illustrating the thing to be proved. Therefore, the pro- 
cess of logically inferring the Lord, in accordance with 
what we perceive, is itself stultified by having to accord 
with what we actually see, Consequently, the Highest 
Person who is the Lord of all, and is the Highest Bra/- 
‘man, is proved only by the Saséras. And the sastras 
declare Him to be entirely distinct from all the things 
which are cognised by all the other means of proof, to be 
‘an ocean of such un-urpassingly great and noble qualities 
a8 are made up of omniscience, the quality of willing the 
truth, and numerous other similar qualities, and to be 
possersed of a nature which is in itself hostile to all that 
i evil; and hence there cannot result, (in relation to Him), 
even a tittle of that defect which is due to any similarity 
with those things that are established to be existent with 
the help of the other means of proof. 

Tt has been stated already—by the parvapakshin— 
that the identity of the material and the instrumental 
causes (of produced things ) is not actually perceived, and 
that the character of being produced effects cannot be 
established in relation to spatial ether and such other things 
as are not made up of (various) constituent parts. Even 
this is not opposed to reason; and it will be proved +0 
‘under the aphorisms— (The Brakmanis) also the mate- 
rial cause of the world, because (His being s0) does not 
disagree with the example given to illustrate the proposi= 
tion.” [Ved. Sat. 1. 4. 23]; and—“The spatial ether is 
not (a produced thing) on account of the absence of 
scriptural statements to that effect." (Ved, Saf, IL, 3. 1.). 
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‘Therefore, it is a demonstrated conclusion that the 
scriptural passage, which begins with—“ From whom all 
these beings (are bom)"—{Tailé. Up, 1. 1, 1.], proves the 
Brakmar: to ve possessed of the above-mentioned charac- 
teristics; for the reason that He is not cognisable by any 
other means of proof, and is, in consequence, to be dealt 
with solely by the sastras. 


ADHIKARANA. IV. 
Samanvayadhikarana. 


Mehough the Brahman is not cognised by any 
ineans of proof (other than the Jastras), nevertheless, the 
Jaslras may not prove the Bratman, the idea correspond- 
ing to whom i+ naturally established in as much as 
He does not import any activity or cessation from activity. 
In answer to such a doubt, he (the Satrakara) says : 


Siiira 4, Tattu samanvayat, 


‘That (viz. the fact that the scripture forms altogether 
the source of the knowledge relating to the Brahman) 
results, however, from (His constituting) the true purport 
(of the scripture). 


‘The word however is intended to remove the doubt 
raised, ‘The word that denotes the fact that the Jastras 
form indeed the means of proving the Brakman, How? 
From (Mis constituting) the true purport (of the scripture). 
(His constituting) the true purport (of the scripture) is (the 
same as His being) the highest object of human pursuit; 
because, the Brakman who is the highest object of human 
pursuit is alone intended to be denoted (by the Jastras). 
Ail the C7panishadic passages such as the following and 
others have to be interpreted to mean this very same 
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From whom all these beings are born”—[Taill. 
«Existence alone, my dear child, this was 
{in the beginning, one only, without a second”—[Cidand, 
UPN. 2, 1,]; “It thought—May I become manifold and 
be bom’. It created ljas.’—[Chhand. Up. V1. 2. 35 
“The Brahman, indeed, this one alone was in the beginn- 
ing’—[Brik. Up. 1. 4.11]; “The Self, indeed, this one 
alone was in the beginning"—[Brih. Up. 1. 4. 17-J3 
“From that same Self, indeed, the spatial ether came into 
existence:’—[ Tait, Up. WL. 1.1]; “Indeed Narayana 
alone then was"—[Mah. Up. 1.]}“The Brahman is ¥ 
ence, Knowledge, Infinity.’—[Taitt, Up. M1, 1. 1.33 “The 
Brahman is bliss.’—[Taitt. Up, WM. 6. 1.J. 

Moreover, those collections of words (that make up 
the scriptural passages) are capable of denoting such well 
established things as are made out in accordance with the 
natural process of deriving the meanings of words, and the 
true purport of those (passages) is the Braiman who is 
the cause of the creation, preservation, and destruction of 
all the worlds, who is hostile to all that is evil, and who is 
an ocean of innumerable noble quialities, and has the nature 
of unsurpassed bliss ; and it cannot be that they (viz, such 
scriptural passages) deal with things other (than the Brah- 
‘man),seeing that they are (while so denoting the Brahman) 
devoid of utility either in the way of inducing activity or 
cessation from activity ; for, every one of all the means of 
proof has its finality in giving rise to the knowledge of that 
which forms its own particular object, Again, the operation 
of a means of proof is not determined by utility. Utility, 
indeed, is determined by the means of proof. Further, that 
(via. the scriptural passage) which is free from all concern 
with inducing activity or cessation from activity can not be 
said to be devoid of utility; becauseit is seen to be related 
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to one of the objects of human pursuit. For instance, 
in passages like—“A son is bom to you",—“ This is no 
serpent”, which deal with matters of fact (without import- 
ing any activity or cessation from activity), it is seen that 
they are (els0) possessed of utility in the way of (produ- 
cing) joy and (causing) the removal of fear (respectivi 

Here, he (viz. a Mimamsaka Parvapakshin) sa: 

‘The Vedanta passages do not establish the Brahman, 
because the astra, which is incapable of importing any 
activity or cessation from activity, is (thus) purposeless. No 
doubt perception and the other means of proof have their 
finality in giving rise to the knowledge of the truth of things, 
Nevertheless the Sastra (or the scripture) must have 
its finality in utility. Neither in popular usage nor in the 
Vedas do we see the use of any sentence that is purpose- 
less, It is not possible for a sentence to be made use of, 
or to be listened to, without there being some utility or other 
in view. And that utility is made out to have the nature 
of the acquisition of what is desirable and of the getting 
rid of what is undesirable by means of voluntary activity 
or cessation from activity, as is seen in the following 
and other instances: —‘One who i+ desirous of wealth 
should go to the palace of a king’; ‘One whose digestion 
is weak should not drink (too much) water’; ‘One who 
is desirous of Swarga should perform (the Jyotishfoma) 
sacrifice’; ‘One should not eat onions, 

Moreover, it has been already stated to the effect that, 
even in the case of the statements—“A son is bor to 
you")—-“This is no serpent, but a rope”, and in other 
similar (statements), all of which deat with things, the ideas 
corresponding to which are already naturally established, 
there is seen the association of utility (with those state- 
ments) in the form of (the production of) joy and the removal 
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of fear, &c. Here, it has to be discriminated whether the 
attainment of utility results from the fact of the birth of a 
son, and s0 on, or from the (mere) knowledge thereof, If it 
be said that a thing, although existing, is of no utility when 
unknown, and that therefore it (viz, the attainment of uti- 
lity) results from the knowledge thereof ;—then, even 
when the thing itself is non-existing, utility must result 
merely from the knowledge (regarding that thing), Thus, 
although the éastra has its finality in utility, nevertheless, 
it (viz. the astra) is no means of proving the existence 
of things in as much as it does not relate to things (but 
relates to knowledge merely). ‘Therefore, all sentences 
have their finality in some utility or other, either as re- 
lating to voluntary activity or cessation from activit 
as relating to knowledge. Hence, no sentence is capable 
of importing things, the ideas corresponding to which are 
already naturally established, Consequently the Vedanta 
passages do not establish the Brahman, the idea corres 
ponding to whom is already naturally established. 


Here another (parvapakshin)®°® may say :—The Ved 
uta passages also are the means of proving the Brahman 
solely by reason of their relating to actions, How? Be- 
cause the Brahman becomes the object of a command- 
ment, which relates to the destruction of the phenomenal 
world, and is to the effect that the Brakman—who is (in 
Himself) non-phenomenal, who has no second and is uni- 
form intelligence, and who, nevertheless, appears to be 
association with the phenomenal world owing to the 
influence of the beginningiessly old ignorance,—should be 
realised as non-phenomenal. What is that commandment, 
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which relates to the Braliman who is uniform intelligence, 
and is to be realised by means of the destruction of the 
phenomenal world that is found to exist in the (differentiat- 
ed) condition of the knower and the known ? (That com- 
mandment is to be found in the following and other 
passages) :—" Thou shalt not see the seer of the sight, nor 
think the thinker of the thought”.—[Brih. Up. III. 4. 2. 
‘The meaning is that the Brakman should be realised a8 
pure and simple experience which is devoid of the distine- 
tion of the knower and the known, Even if the Brakiman 
is self-evident, there is nothing wrong in (His) being 
made the object of an action so as to realise (Him) 
in the non-phenomenal form. 

It is wrong to hold so—(says the Mimamsaka).2°¢He, 
who maintains that the syntactical meaning of sentences 
isa commandment, has surely to point out what the com- 
mancment is, the attribute of the person to whom thé com- 
mandment is directed, the special object (of the command- 
ment), the performance thereof, the details of the proce- 
dure to be adopted, and the performer (of the command 
ment). Among these, the attribute of the person to whom 
the commandment is directed is, indeed, incapable of being 
postulated (in regard to this commandment of realising the 
Brahman as non-phenomenal), And that (attribute) is of 
two kinds as causal and as resultant. It has to be diserimi- 
nated here what the attribute of the person is to whom 
this commandment is directed, and whether it is causal or 
resultant, If the experience of the truth regarding the 
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essential nature of the Brahman constitutes the attribute 
of the person to whom the commandment is directed, then, 
this (attribute) cannot be causal ; because it has not already: 
hecome available (to him), unlike life, &c., (which haye 
40 become available, and form the necessary conditions 
preceding, for instance, the performance of the aguihotra 
sacrifice as long as life lasts, in accordance with the Vedic 
injunction-- One should perform the agnihotra sacrifice 
as long as life lasts").8°* However, if that (attribute) be 
causal, then, owing to its being eternal, there would be 
room for the performance of what constitutes the special 
object of that ever obligatory (commandment) even after 
the attainment of final release, in the same way in’ which 
the agnihotra sacrifice, &c., which are dependent upon 
life (are to be performed as long as that life lasts). Nor 
also is that (attribute which has the character of the 
experience of the real nature of the Brahman) resultant ; 
because, by being the result of the working out of a 
commandment, it has, like Swarga, &e, to become 
non-eternal, Again what is the special object of the 
commandment here? If it be said that it is the Bra/- 
man Himself, it is replied that it cannot be so ; because 
He, being eternal, cannot be produced anew, and becatise 
also He is not imported by any verbal form signifying an 
action, If it be said that the non-phenomenal Brahman 
fs the thing to be worked out (under the commandment), 
then, although He is (thus) the thing to be (immediately) 
accomplished (under the injunction), He forms the final 
tesult itself (of the injunction). He cannot form the 
special object of the commandment, because He is not 
imported by any verbal forms signifying an action. More- 
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‘over, what is it that has to be accomplished (under the 
injunction)? Is itthe Brakman, or (is it) the destruction of 
the phenomenal world ? It is not the Brakman; because 
He is ever-accomplished, and because also there would 
result non-etemity (in relation to the Brakman_ if he had 
to be accomplished). Nor is it the-destruction of the 
phenomenal world (that has to be accomplished under the 
injunction). Then, indeed, the Brahman would not be the 
Uhing to be accomplished (under the injunction). If it be 
said that the destruction of the phenomenal world itself 
forms the special object of the commandment, it is replied 
that it cannot be so; because that (destruction) is the final 
result (to be achieved under the commandment) and cannot, 
hence form the immediate object of the commandment, 
Indeed, the destruction of the phenomenal world is itself 
the beatific release (of the bound soul); and that is the 
final fruit (of the injunetion). And if this, (however), 
form (also) the immediate object of the commandment, 
then the destruction of the phenomenal world would be 
due to the carrying out of the commandment, and the 
commandment would be carried outsby the destruction 
of the phenomenal world. There would, in consequence, 
the the logical fallaey of reciprocal dependence, 

Further, is the phenomenal world, which has to be 
put an end to, false or real ? If it be of a false nature, then 
it has to be put an end to by right knowledge alone, and 
consequently the injunction (to do something) would be 
of no use whatsoever. If it be said that the injunction, 
aiter producing the knowledge which puts an end (to the 
phenomenal world), thereby puts an end to the pheno- 
‘menal world,—(then, it is replied that) this (knowledge) 
results from the scriptural textss"S on which you yourself 
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rely, and that there is therefore no use for thiy com- 
mandment. Moreover, the whole phenomenal world 
which is false, and is distinct from the Brahman, is stultified 
by means of the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of 
scriptural sentences. Consequently, the commandment, 
with all its accessories, is itself now est, If the phenome- 
nal world happens to be the thing which is to be destroyed, 
then, does the commandment, which is intended to bring 
about the destruction of the phenomenal world, relate to that 
which is the same in nature as the Brakman ? Or (does it) 
relate to that which is different from Him ? If it relate to 
that which is the same in nature as the Brakman Himsell, 
then, (He being eternal), the very existence ofthe phenome- 
nal world that is to be destroyed would indeed be im 
ble, for the reason that the destroyer thereof is eternal 
in such a case (that) commandment would become eternal, 
and it would not be possible for it to be accomplished by 
working out its immediate object. Or (the commandment 
may relate to) that which is different in nature from the true 
nature of the Brakman. Since that (commandment) is to 
be fulfilled by working out its immediate object which 
consists in the destruction ofthe whole phenomenal world, 
the person who has to carry out (the commandment) is 
also destroyed thereby. Con-equently, there is no estab- 
lishment (of the injunction) for want of a (personal) founcl- 
ation (for it) to” rest upon. Since, by merely working out 
that immediate object (of the commandment) which con- 
sists in the destruction of the phenomenal world, all that 
is different from the escential nature of the Brahman be- 
comes destroyed, what i known as modsha or beatific 
release cannot be the final fruit obtained by (obeying) 
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the commandment.9#2 
‘Moreover, in regard to such a performance of the 
commandment as leads to the destruction of the phenome- 
nal world, there are to be found no details of the pro- 
cedure to be adopted ; and whatever (commandment) is 
(thus) unassisted (by the details of procedure), that cannot 
be carried out, Consequently, there can be no perfor 
mability (in relation to the conmnandment under consi- 
deration), If it be asked how there is (here) the absence 
of the details of procedure, itis pointed out that itis thus: 
‘The details of procedure in regard. to this (commandment) 
are either of a positive character or of a negative character. 
ch (details of procedure) as are of a positive character 
aire divided into the different classes of those that bring 
about the corpus of the performance and those that (merely) 
render help to the performance. And both these kinds are 
not admissible (in this case). Indeed, like the stroke 
of a heavy club, &c,, (which destroy a pot or some 
such thing), there is not seen (here) anything that is (by: 
its operation) capable of putting an end to the whole 
phenomenal world. Therefore, these (details of procedure) 
are not (of « positive character and) thus perceivable. Nor 
also is it possible for a completed performance to stand in 
needl of any accessory help for the production of the thing 
to be accomplished (by that performance) ; because (in sel 
‘a case), owing to there being the (assotiated) existence 
of the thing which helps (the performance), it is not 
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postible to (distinctly) realise the essential nature of such 
4 performance (of the commandment) as consists in the 
destruction of the whole-phenomenal world, If it be 
said that to know the Brakman to be without a second 
produezs the corpus of the performance, which consists 
in the destruction of the phenomenal world, then, by that 
same (Knowledge), final release which is in the form 
of the destruction of the phenomenal world is attained ; 
accordingly, it has been already stated that, (in conse- 
quence), there remains nothing to be accomplished by 
the performance, &c. If (the details of procedure 
are) of a negative character, then solely owing to their 
being nonexistent, they do not produce the corpus 
of the performance; nor do they help it, Therefore, it 
isnot possible (to hold) that this injunction3"® relates to 
the non-phenomenal Brahman. 


-Butsnya, 293 


Again, another (Aftrvapakshin)®"! may say as fole 


lows: 
No doubt, the Vedanta passages are of no authority 
as relating to the true mature of the Brahman, the idea 
corresponding to whom is already naturally established, 
Nevertheless, the true nature of the Brahmay is cer- 
tainly proved (by means of them). How? On_ the 
strength of the commandment enjoining meditation, 
Thus, indeed, do the scriptures declare :—* Verily, 
my, dear one, the Self has to be scenyreueselas 
to be steadily meditated upon,"—[Brih. Up.11. 4. 
“The Self who is devoid of sins ...He has to be sought 
after, He has to be specially desired and known".—[Chand, 
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Up. VIL. 7. 1.J; “Meditate on Him as the self itself.” 
[Brin. Up.1.4.7.J; “Let him meditate upon the Self 
alone as the object to beattained.” (Brit. Up. 1. 4. 15.]- 
Here the commandment which certainly relates to. medi- 
tation implies the thing to be meditated upon ; because 
the meditation which forms the special object of that (eom- 
mandment) is itself capable of being defined solely by 
means of the thing to be meditated upon, And that 
thing to be meditated upon is the Self, as it is shown by the 
scriptural passages®"® relied upon by yourselves, If it be 
asked of what nature He (i. the Self) is, then (it is replied 
that), by way of stating the peculiarity of His true nature, 
the following and other similar passages become authori- 
tative, as being complementary to the injunction relat- 
ing to meditation, and that, therefore, those (passages) 
do, indeed, denote by implication the true nature of 
the Brahman who is included within the body of the 
meditation which forms the special object of the 
junction (here) :—“"The Brahman is Existence, Know- 
ledge, Infinity."—[Zait, Uj. MW. 1. 1]; Existence 
alone, my dear child, this was in the beginnin 
(Cihand. Up, V1. 2. 1.]. Therefore, by means of the 
following passages, namely, “One only without a second” 

[Gihand. Up. VI. 2. 1.];. “Thatis Existence,He is the 
Self, That thou art, O Svetaketu."—[Cihiand. Up. V1. 8. 7 
“There is nothing here that is many and varied,"-—[Brih, 
Up IW. 4. 19.];—as well as by means of other passages, 
it is made out that only the essential nature of the Bra/- 
man is undoubtedly real, and that all else that i< different 
from Him is unreal, Distinction is apprehended by: 
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perception and the other means of proof, as well as by 
means of the Jastra which relates to works and rests upon 
distinctions, When there is mutual contradiction between 
distinction and non-distinction, then, since it is also possible 
for the perception of distinctions to be. based upon 
the beginninglessly old ignorance (or avidya), it ix decided 
that the absence of distinctions alone ix the reality, It 
being +0, by means of the injunction relating to such a 
meditation of the Brakman as gives rise to the direct 
perception of Him, that final release is obtained which is 
the same as becoming the Brahman, who is devoid of all 
the manifold distinctions due to ignorance, who is without 
‘a second and is uniform intelligence, Moreover, it cannot 
be proved with the help of Vedanta passages that it is 
possible (for us) to become the Brahman merely by means 
of the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of scriptural 
sentences ; because such a thing ix not known to take place, 
‘and because also the (actual) perception of a variety of dis 
tinctions continues to persist (even after the acquisition 
of stich a knowledge). Under these circumstances, the in- 
junction?! regarding‘ hearing’, &c.,2"® becomes purpose- 
less, 

(Here), again, it may besaid?'* thus:—It is seen that 
the fear which is due to the (filsely perceived) snake ceases 
‘by means of the teaching—“ This is a rope, (but) not a 
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snake.” And like the snake (falsely perceived) in the 
rope, the bondage of the world also is ofa false nature. 
Consequently, it must be capable of being stultified by 
knowledge. Therefore, it is proper (to hold) that freedom 
from such (bondage) results wholly from the knowledge 
derived from scriptural passages, but not from (working out) 
any commandment, If final release be capable of being 
accomplished under an injunction, then there would be non- 
eternity in relation to it also, as (there is) in the case of 
Siwarga, &c, But the eternal character of final release is, in- 
deed, acknowledged by all the disputants. 

Moreover, the merit and the demerit (of works) have 
the power of giving rise to their effects only in the 
way of producing such bodies as are fit for the enjoyment 
ofthowe particular effects, ‘Therefore, they (viz, merit and 
demerit) must inevitably possess the character of giy- 
ing rise to. samsara,2¥ the nature of which consists 
in an association (of the individual souls) with the fours'® 
kinds of bodies commeneing with Brahma and ending with 
the immovable things. Therefore, final release is not 
capable of being accomplished by merit, Yo the same 
effect is the following scriptural passage :—“ To him who 
is and has a body, there is no destruction of the pleasing 
and the unpleasing ; the pleasing and the unpleasing touch 
not him who is and has no body.” [Gphdnd. Up. VIM, 
12, 1,], Thus, regarding final release the nature of which 
is to be without a body, it is declared that there are no 
pleasing or unpleasing effects produced by merit and de- 
merit, ‘Therefore, it is made out that the unembodied 


317, Saamare isthe circuit of. 318 The four kinds of bole: are 
dane existence, In other words, iti those of gods men, lower animals 
the ever-recurring succession ofirths and of immovable things (Sehtiwr). 


and deaths, and che consemuent cone Vide safes pu 154. Cl also I. Dk 
Siuance ofthe bondage ofthe soul. C. 20, 


hitp:/achanya.org 


Adhik. IV, Sit. 4.) Sei-Buasuya, 297 


condition cannot be accomplished by merit. And in the 
way in which a particular result is tobe accomplished 
by means of a particular commandment, the unembodied 
condition cannot be accomplished by means of the injunc- 
tion relating to meditation ;because the unembodied condi- 
tion constitutes the essential nature (of the self) and 
is not, therefore, a thing which is to be accomplished. The 
following and other scriptural texts declare the same thing 
th Knowing Him to be the unembodied One who 
exists in non-eternal bodies, (knowing Him) to be the Self 
which is great and omnipresent, the wise man does not 
grieve,’”—[Kagh, Up. 1. 22.]; “Indeed He is pure, with- 
‘out life, without mind,’—[Mun?, Up, Il. 1. 2]; “Indeed 
this Person is devoid of attachment,” —[Brih. Up.1V. 3,15.) 
‘Therefore, final release which is the same as the unembo- 
died condition is eternal, and is, in consequence, incapable 
of being produced by merit. To the same effoct is the 
following scriptural passage :—“ That which is other than 
merit and demerit, that which is other than this effect and 
cause, that which is other than the past and the future, 
say, if thou seest that.” (Kath. Up. 1. 14.]. f 
Again, it is surely impossible to predicate in regard to 
final release that capability of being accomplished (anew), 
which (accomplishing) is four-fold in the forms of origina~ 
tion, attainment, modification, and refinement. It is not 
capable of being originated; because final release, being of 
the nature of the Brahman, is itself characterised by eter- 
nity, Nor is it capable of being attained (anew) ; because 
the Brahman Himself is of the nature of the self, and 
hence it (viz. final release) has the character of being ever 
attained. Nor also is it capable of being modified ; be- 
cause non-eternity would result to it thereby, as (there 
is) in the case of curds, &c, Nor again is it capable of 
38 
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being refined. Refinement, indeed, is accomplished either 
by the removal of defects or by the addition of excellence, 
Surely it (viz. refinement) cannot be (produced here) by 
the removal of defects, on account of the eternal purity 
of the Brahman, Nor is it (viz. refinement) to be (ac- 
complished here) by the addition of excellence, becatisé 
(the Bralman is) of the nature of such excellence as cannot 
be added to. By reason of its being eternally. immodifia- 
ble, it cannot form the object of any action which takes 
place either in itself or takes place in others; thus no refine 
iment can be effected (in relation to it), as (it is effected) in 
the case of mirrors, &e., by the action of rubbing ; and the 
self is not purified by the act of bathing, &c., which relate 
to the body ; but (what is so purified is) that egoisticagent 
which is caught hold of by ignorance (or avidya) and 
is inassociation with that (body) : and to him (i,¢, to that 
agent) alone belongs the enjoyment of the result of that 
(act of bathing), But the egoistic agent himself is not the 
elf, because he has that (self) for his witness. 
the words of the scriptural hymn also declare 
them eats the «weet Aippala fruit, while the other shines in 
splendour without eating at all.” [Mfugd. Up. IL 1.1. 
Moreover, the essential nature of the self is distinctly made 
out to be ditferent from the egoistic agent who is caught 
hold of by ignorance (or avidys),—{it is made out) to 
possess sich excellence as cannot be added to, to be 
eternally pure and to be immodifiable, from the fol- 
lowing scriptural passages :—“The wise say that what 
is associated with the bodly, the senses, and the mind, 
forins the enjoyer.”—[1 Up. MI. 4.3; “The one 
Lord is hidden in all beings, pervades all, and is the inter- 
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nal Self of all beings; He is the presiding deity over ac- 
tions, and lives in all beings ; He is the witness, the intel- 
ligent one, who is absolute and devoid of qualities.’ —[Svet, 
Up. V1. 11. & Brak, Up. WL}; “He understood Him to 
be bright, bodiless, scatheless, without sinews, pure, and 
untouched by evil."—[7s Up. VIL]. Hence, owing to 
its being of the nature of the Self, final release is not 
thing that can (thus) be accomplished (anew), 

It may be asked—II so, what is it that is accomplished 
by means of the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of 
sentences? We say (in reply) that it is merely the removal 
of the obstruction to final release (that is so accomplished). 
To the same effect are the following and other scriptural 
passages :—“Thou art our Father who enablest us to cross 
to the other shore which is far away from Iguorance.’—[Pr 
Op.NI. 8.]; “T have, indeed, learnt the sastras thus. He 
who knows the Self crosses the ocean of misery, only with 
the hetp of venerable teachers like yourself, Venerable 
sit, L who am so (destitute of the knowledge of the Self) 
feel very grieved. May you, venerable sir, enable me, who 
‘am so, to cross over to the other shore (of the ocean of 
misery).'—[Cphand. Up. VIL. 1. 3.); “To him whose sins 
have been destroyed, the venerable Sanatkumira shows 
the other shore of darkness.’—[Gphand. Up, VIL. 26. 
‘Therefore, the removal of the obstructions to that final 
lease, which is certainly eternal, is accomplished by means 
of the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of scriptural 
sentences, But (such) removal, although capable of being 
accomplished! anew, has itself the nature of that non-exist- 
ences? which follows destruction; and hence it cannot 
have an end, The following and other scriptural 
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statements, namely, “He who knows the Brakman be- 
comes the Brakman indeed,”—[Muxd. Up. II, 2. 9.], 
“He who thus knows Him transcends death.”—[Svet, Up. 
IIL 8, & VI. 15.],—declare that final release follows imme- 
diately after the knowledge (of the Brahman), and (so) 
oppose the interposition of any injunction (bearing 
upon meditation). Moreover, it (viz. final release or 
the attainment of the Brakman) does not acquire the 
character of a produced effect, either by being the object 
of the act of knowing, or by -being the object of the act 
of meditation; because such a character of being the 
object of both (these acts) is negatived in the following 
and in other scriptural passages:—" It is certainly different 
from the known, and is also different from the knower,” 

[Ken, Up. 1, 3.]3 “By Whom one knows all this, by what 
is He to be known ?”—[Brih. Up. Il. 4. 14. &1V. 5. 15.]; 
“Know thou That alone to be the Brahman, not this 
which they worship.’"—(Ken, Up.1. 4) 56,7 & 8]. By 
this much, it does not also follow that the astras have 
ho object whatsoever; because the Sastras relate to 
the removal of distinctions manufactured by ignorance, 
Indeed, the sastras do not deal with the Brakman as 
‘possessing definitely discernible characteristics ; but, while 
declaring the true nature of the internal (subjective) self 
which isno (exterral) object, they put an end to the distine- 
tions which are in the form of the knowledge, the knower, 
and the object of knowledge, and which are all manufactur- 
ed by ignorance (or avidya). To the same effect, there is, 
among others, the following éastraic injunction :—“ Thou 
shalt not see the seer of the sight, &.” [Brih. Up. 111. 
4. 2.J. Further, it should not be (supposed) that the 
cessation of bondage results wholly from knowledge, 
and that consequently the injunction relating to ‘hear- 
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ing', &c., is purposeless; because they (viz, ‘hear- 
ing’, reflection and steady meditation) form the meaus 
of understanding the syntactical meaning of scriptural sen- 
tences, by causing us to turn away from all such distrace 
tions as relate to things other than the Brahman and 
‘are (all) due to our own nature, 

Again it should not be urged that the cessation of bond 
aage is not seen to take place by means of knowledge alone 5 
because bondage is of a false nature, and it is not hence 
possible for it to remain (even) subsequently to (the birth of) 
knowledge. For this same reason it is not right tosay that 
the cemsation of bondage takes place only after the falling 
off of the body. Indeed, the cessation of the fear due to 
the falsely: perceived serpent does not require any destrug- 
tion of a serpent beyond the (mere) knowledge of the real- 
ity ofthe rope. If the association of the body (with the elf) 
were of the nature of a reality, then there would be the 
necessity for its destruction, But that (association), being 
distinct from the Brahman, is not of the nature of a real- 
ity, It is known that, to him whose bondage has not ceas- 
ed, knowledge is not born ; because the effect of know- 
edge is not seen (in relation to him). Therefore, whether 
the body exists or not, immediately after knowing the 
syntactical meaning of sentences, one is undoubtedly releas- 
ed (from bondage). 

Consequently, final release is not capable of being 
accomplished by the injunction relating to meditation ;and 
hence, the Brahman is not proved to be dependent upon 
the injunction relating to meditation ; but (He is establish- 
ed) by means of the following scriptural passages which 
altogether relate to Him:—“The Brahman is Exist 
ence, Knowledge, Infinity.’—[Zait, Up. Ul. 1. 1); 
“That thow art."—[Cbhand. Up. VI. 8. 7); “This self 
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‘This (position)#?? isnot right ; because it isnot possible 
for the cessation of bondage to take place merely by means 
of the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sentences, 
No doubt, the bondage which is of false nature is cap- 
able of being stultified by knowledge, Nevertheless, as 
that bondage is directly perceived, it cannot be stultified 
by that knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sentences 
which is of an indirect (abstract) nature ; because, when 
the direct perception of a snake is existent in relation 
to the rope and other such things, itis not seen that the 
removal of fear takes place merely by that indirect (ab- 
stract) knowledge, which is contradictory of the serpent 
and is produced by the teaching of trustworthy persons 
to the effect—“This is no serpent, this is a rope.” And 
the teaching of trustworthy persons becomes the cause 
of the removal of fear, only by happening to be the cause 
of such activity as results from the direct perception of 
the reality of things, Accordingly, a person who has 
fied away, taking fright at the sight of the serpent 
falsely perceived in a rope, begins to see the reality of 
things by means of the teaching of trustworthy persons to 
the effect—* This is no serpent, this is a rope”; then 
he sees that (rope) itself directly, and then becomes free 
from fear. Moreover, it is not right to say that verbal 
testimony of itself produces such knowledge as has the 
nature of direct perception ; because it (viz. verbal testi- 
mony) does not possess the cliaracter of af organ of sense. 
Among the apparatuses of knowledge, the senses alone form 

$21. Vide ako Mang. Up.1.2. tion again is views raised shove 


1323. Here begins the Diyduax by the Adeeitn, 
suravalin’s refutation of the objec 


hitps/acharya.org 


Adhik. IV. Sat. 4.) SRi-Buxsaya. 303 


the means of direct perception, And in the case of that 
person whose «ins have not been destroyed by the perfor- 
mance of works without attachment to their fruits, and 
who has not tuned away from external objects by ‘hear- 
ing’, reflection, and steady meditation, the Vedic text 
alone cannot produce direct knowledge. Even when 
(that) person has the obstructions (in the way of his ace 
quiring knowledge) removed, and is devoted to those things 
(viz. ‘hearing’, reflection, and steady meditation), it is not 
possible (for hii) to have that (direct knowledge from 
verbal testimony alone) ; because the senses, which (alone) 
form the special apparatus of (direct) knowledge, are not 
seen to transgress. their limitations in regard to what con- 
stitutes their object. 

Moreover, meditation is no means of knowing the 
syntactical meaning of sentences; because, (in such a case), 
there will arise the fallacy of reciprocal dependence,—in as 
much as the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sen- 
tences must be born before there can be the meditation of 
its object, and meditation must be completed before there 
can be the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sen 
tences. And it should not be (urged) that meditation and 
the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sentences re« 
late to different things. If they did so, then meditation 
would be no means of producing the knowledge of the 
syntactical meaning of sentences. Indeed, the medita- 
tion of one thing cannot lead to the fruition of another 
thing. Itis unavoidable (to hold) that meditation, which 
ig the same as an unbroken flow of memory relating to 
fa thing that is known, has invariably to be preceded by 
the knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sentences ; 
because there is no other means by which the knowledge 
relating to the Brahman, who is the object of medi- 
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tation, can be produced. Further it is not right 
to say that the knowledge which is at the root of medita- 
tion is derived from a different set of passages, while the 
knowledge which relates to the removal (of ignorance) is 
derived from passages like—“ That thouart.” [Ch/hand. Up. 
VI.8,7.]. Does this knowledge which is at the root of 
meditation, and is derived from a different set of passages, 
relate to the same thing as that to which the knowledge 
derived from passages like— That thou art”, &c., relates ? 
Or does it relate to a different thing? Ifthat (knowledge) 
relates to the same thing (as this), there results the already 
stated fallacy of reciprocal dependence. If that knowledge 
relates to a different thing (from what this knowledge 
relates to), then it is not possible to prove that by means 
of meditation there arises the fruition of what this (latter 
knowledge) relates to. Further, meditation pre-supposes 
many phenomenal entities like the object of medita- 
tion, and the agent of meditation, &c.  Consequent- 
ly it is of no use, so far as we see, in producing that 
knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sentences which 
relates to the oneness of the self with the non-phenomenal 
Brahman, Therefore, the commandments enjoining ‘hear 
ing’, reflection, and steady meditation are certainly useless 
to him who maintains (the view) that the destruction of 
ignorance (or avidya) takes place merely by means of the 
knowledge of the syntactical meaning of sentences, 

For whatsoever reason, direct (perceptual) knowledge 
(of things) is not produced by means of scriptural passages, 
and ignorance (or @vidya) remains, in consequence, unde- 
stroyed by means of the knowledge of the syntactical 
meaning of scriptural. sentences,—for that very same rea- 
son, the idea that (the selfs) release from the bondage (of 
samsara) takes place even while in this life is also driven: 
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away (as untrue). And what is this release from bondage 
even while in this life? It may be said that it is release 
resulting (to the self) even in the embodied condition ; but 
then such a statement will be self-contradictory in meaning. 
like the statement— “My mother is barren”; because it 
hhas been declared by yourself, with the help of scriptural 
passages, that to be embodied is to be in bondage, and that 
to become unembodied is to obtain release, And again it is 
not (right to say) that, when the appearance of the associ- 
ation (of the self) with the body is in existence, then, who- 
ever has the belief that (such an) appearance is false,—to 
hhim there is the destruction of (this) association with the 
body. If (his) association with the body is destroyed by 
the belief that it is false, how can there be release to him 
even when he has the body ? That release (from embodi- 
ment) which results to one after death is also undeniably 
the destruction of the false appearance of one's being axso- 
ciated with a body. Then what is the peculiarity about 
this release which takes place even while in this life ? 
Moreover, it may be said that, in whomsoever this false 
appearance of his (self) having a body persists even after 
the stultification (of that falsity), just like the false pereep- 
tion of two moons (persisting even when one knows that 
there is only one moon),—(it may be said that) such a per- 
son is he who is released even while in this life : if so, itis 
replied that it cannot be so ; because this stultifying know- 
ledge relates to all things other than the Brakman. To- 
gether with the false appearance of (the sclf) having a body, 
the blemishes resulting from ignorance (or ariidya) and from 
‘work’ (or Aarma) and from other such things, which are all 
the causes (of the false appearance of the elf embodiment 
itself}, are all stultified by that (stultifying knowledge) 
alone; and thus, it is not posible to say that (any) 
39 
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stultfied thing does persist. But in the case of (the percep- 
tion of) two moons (when there is in reality only one 
moon), that defect, which is the cause of such a false 
appearance, is no object of the stultifying knowledge which 
is to the effect that the moon is only one ; and hence it is 
not thereby stultified. Consequently the persistence of the 
false appearance of two moons is proper. Moreover, this 
scriptural text, which says—So long as he is not freed 
({rom the body), +0 long there is delay ; then he will be 
Dlessed.’—{Chlitnd. Up. VI. 14. 2.]y declares that, in the 
case of him who observes the form of worship known as 
the Sadvidya,2?# final release stands in need of only the 
falling off of (his) body;and thus it prohibits the (occurrence 
of) release even while in this life, This aforesaid release 
even while in this life has been discarded by Apastamba 
also in the following aphorisms :—" Giving up the Vedas, 
this world, and the other, one should seek the Self, It may 
‘be said that, on knowledge arising, there is the attainment 
‘of bliss; but that is negatived by the scriptures. If the at- 
tainment of bliss were possible on knowledge arising, then, 
even here, one should not have misery, By this, the other 
(also) has been explained.” [4f, Dh, I. 21, 13 to 17.], 
By thee (aphorisms), (the opinion that) final release 
(occurs) by means of mere knowledge alone isalso discard. 
ed, Therefore that release, which has the nature of the 
removal of all distinctions, does not result to one who. 
is alive. Consequently, bondage comes to an end only 
by means of that injunction which relates to meditation, 
and which produces the direct knowledge of the Brait- 
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man, No non-eternal character can result to. final 
release simply on the score that it is accomplished 
in accordance with an injunction ; because what is (s0) ac- 
complished is merely the removal of the obstructions (to fin- 
al release), Further, the cessation of bondage is not caused 
directly by the injunction (itself) ; but (it is caused) by 
the direct knowledge of the Brahman. who is non-pheno- 
menal, and who is homogeneous intelligence. And the 
injunction produces this direct knowledge. If it be asked 
how an injunction may be the cause of producing know= 
edge, it is asked in reply,—how do your ‘works’ performed 
without attachment to results form the cause of the pro- 
duction of knowledge? If you say, (that they do so), 
through the putification of the mind,—I say that it is the 
same in my case also, It may be stid again (by you) 
that, in your case, knowledge is produced, by means of 
the dastras, in the mind which is (already) pure, but that, 
in my case, that thing has (indeed) to be pointed out which 
forms the apparatus for producing knowledge in the mind 
which is purified by the injunction. If +0, we say in reply 
that that mind, which is purified by the injunction 
relating to meditation, is itself the means for the pro- 
duction of knowledge. If it be asked how this is made 
out, we ask in reply,—how is it made out in your case 
that the mind becomes pure by means of ‘works’ and that 
by means of‘ hearing’, reflection, and steady’ meditation, 
the Lastras produce that knowledge, which is stultifica- 
tory (of ignorance), in the pure mind of him alone who 
has tured away from all other things than the Brakman? 
You may answer that it is (so) made out by means of the 
following and other <criptural passagex:—“ They desire to 
know (the Bralman) by sacrifices, by giving gifts, by reli- 
rious austerities asociated with fasting.’”—[Lrih. Cp. 
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1V.4. 22] “(The Self) has to be......heard, has to be 
reflected upon, has to be steadily meditated upon.’— 
[Brik. Up. IV. 5. 6.]; He who knows the Brahman 
becomes the Brahman indeed."—[Mued. Up. 11.2. 9.), 
Ifso, I reply that, in my case also, in accordance with the 
following among other scriptural passages, namely —(The 
Seif) has to be...heand, has to be reflected upon, has to be 
steadily meditated upon.’ —[Arih. Up. 4. 5-81V.5.6.)3 
“He who knows the Braiman attains the Highest,” 
[Taitt. Up. 1. 1. 1.]5" He (&¢. the Lord) is not apprehend 
ed by the eye nor even by speech.’—[ Mund. Up. Il. 1. 
“But He (the Lord) is apprehended by the pure mind.” 
J; “He (the Lord) is apprehended: by the 
steady wisdom, and by the mind,”—[Kath, Up. 
VI. 9.];2?4—it is made out that the mind becomes pure 
by means of the injunction relating to meditation, and 
that the mind (so) purified gives rise to the direct know 
ledge of the Brakman, ‘Thusit (vie, the whole argument) 
is faultless, 

Ifyou say that by means of the scriptural passage 
“ Not this which they worship’”—[Ken, Up.1. 4. et sea] 
the character of being the object of meditation is denied 
(in relation to the Brahman), it is replied that it cannot be 
x0. The fact of the Brakman being the object of medita- 
tion is not denied (herein), but the fact that the Brakman 
is distinct from the world is declared in this passage. The 
meaning of this passage?*® is this :—“This world which 
peoples?¢ here worship,—that is not the Bradman. Know 
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thou Him alone to be the Brahman who is not made out 
by speech, and by whont speech is brought into existence.” 
Otherwise, the tatement—‘Know thou Him alone to be 
the Brakmax'—would be contradicted, and the injunction 
enjoining meditation would become purposeless. 


‘Therefore the whole of the bondage, which is made up 
of unreality and is of the nature of the phenomenal world 
consisting of the knower, the known, &c., comes toan end 
by means of that very injunction which enjoins medi- 
tation, and the result of which is the direct realisation of 
the Brahman, 


It is also asserted by some*** that there is no contra~ 
diction between distinction and non-distinction, ‘This is 
improper ; for distinction and non-distinction cannot meet 
together in one and the same thing, as heat and cold, light 
and darkness, &c., (ean not so meet). (To this) it may be 
said again as follows :— 

‘The whole of the totality of things is indeed estab- 
lished by perception and all things are apprehended ay 
distinct and non-distinct. ‘There is non-distinetion (when 
they ate looked upon) as constituting causes and as consti- 
tuting genera (and species), and there is distinction (when 
they are looked upon) as constituting effects and as consti- 
tuting particular individuals. The contradiction existing 
between sunlight and shadow, &c., is characterised by 
their not being found together, and by their having a divers- 
ity of abodes, But in the case of causes and effects, as 
well as in the case of genera and (their) individual mem- 
bers, both those (characteristics) are not found ; but, on 
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the contrary, one and the same thing appears in two forms 
as (when it is said)—‘This pot is clay’,—‘ This ox is brok- 
en-horned’—'This ox is hornles:, And in this world 
there is nothing that is generally seen to have only one 
form. Nor is non-distinction seen to be that which 
destroys distinction, as when fire and such other things 
(consume and destroy the distinction) of grass and such 
other things; accordingly, there is no substantial contra- 
diction (between distinction and non-distinetion) ; for, that 
object which exists in the form of clay, gold, ox, or an 
equine animal, &c., may itself exist (also) in the shape of 
4 pot, @ crown, a broken-horned (ox), or a mare, &c, 
‘There is no fiat of the Lord to the effect that non-distine- 
tion and distinction should (respectively) constitute the 
singular characteristics of the thing (genus) which is non- 
distinct, and of the thing (individual) which is distinct, If 
it be aid that there is oneness of form (in relation to those 
things), because it is 40 perceived ; then let it be admitt 
ed that there are also the two forms of distinction and 
of nonlistinetion for the same reason that they are 
also perceived. Indeed, when things «uch as pots, dishes, 
broken-horned (oxen), and horn-less (oxen), &c, are 
perceived, a person who has his eyes wide open is not able 
to discern (any) distinction (in each of his perceptions) to 
the effect— This is clay, that is pot’, and ‘This is the 
eneral property of the species ox, but this ix the indi- 
vidual ox’. On the other hand, hi« perceptions are 
only to the effect—‘ This pot is clay’—! The ox is broken- 
homed’, If it be said that he does discern distinction 
(in each of his perceptions), on the score that the cause and 
the class are made out from the knowledge of their 
persistence, while the effect and the individual are made 
out by means of the knowledge of their power of logical 
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exclusion, it is replied that it cannot be 0 ; because (such) 
addistinetion in character ix not perceived. Indeed, even 
those who observe very mimutely do not perceive, in rela 
tion to the thing placed before them, any distinction in 
character to the effect—‘This is what persists’ and ‘This is 
what excludes’. Just as, in the case of an effect and of an 
individual, (both of) whose oneness (with the correspond- 
ing cause and the corresponding genus respectively) is 
Well perceived, the idea of oneness is born (in the mind); 
so also, in the ease of what has a cause and belongs 
to a genus, that idea of oneness is born without any: differ- 
ence whatsoever, It is exactly similarly that the recogni- 
tive cognition, which is to the effect— This is that same 
thing’, is born even in regard to all such objects as are ex- 
tremely different from one another owing to (differences 
in) space, time, and the characteristic form. ‘Therefore, in 
‘as much as (all) things appear as having certainly two na- 
tures, the enunciation of any extreme difference between 
the cause and the effect as well as between the genus and 
the individual is contradicted by perception, 

Tt may be again said that, as in the instances—‘ This 
pot is clay’, ‘This ox is broken-horned',—(so also) in the 
instances—‘T am a god’, ‘Iam aman’, there is the per- 
ception of oneness owing to there being a grammatical 
equation ; that in consequence there is distinction and non- 
distinction between the self and the body also; and that, 
accordingly, this declaration of distinction and non-distinc- 
tion acts like the flame of fire set to (consume) one’s own 
howe. This statement—(we, the Bhaskarivas, say)—is 
the outcome of undeveloped wisdom regarding grammatical 
equations which establish distinction and non-distinction, 
and regarding (also) the knowledge of the real meaning of 
those (same grammatical equations). Thus, for instance, 
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it is the unstultified idea alone which everywhere proves 
things, But the imposed idea of the self, existing in (inti- 
mate) association with gods and other (material embodli- 
ments), is contradicted by all the means of proof which 
establish the reality of the self; and that (idea) does not 
prove, (in consequence), the non-dlistinction between the 
self and the body ; in the same way in which the idea of 
the serpent (falsely perceived) in a rope, &c., (does not 
prove any non-dlistinction as existing between the serpent 
and the rope). And the grammatical equations, which are 
to the effect The ox is broken-horned’,—‘The ox ix 
homnless’, are not seen to be stultified anywhere by an; 
thing ; hence there is no exaggeration in (our) statemer 
For these same reasons, the self also is not totally dis 
tinct from the Brakman, On the other hand, as being 
a part of the Brahman, it is (both) distinct and non- 
distinct (from Him), It being so, non-distinction alone 
is natural, and distinction is due to limiting conditions, 
If it be asked how this is made out, it is replied (that it is 
made out) by means of the following and other scriptural 
tests :—" That thou art."—[Chhdnd. Up. V1. 8 7. 
“There is no other seer than He.”—[Brih. Up. 17. 23, 
“This self is the Brakmani’—[Brih. Up. 1. 5. 19. & 
IV. 4. 5. & Mang. Up. 1, Non-distinction (between 
the self and the Braman) is declared in the hymn. which 
relates to the Brahman and forms the Samhitopanishad 
of the Atharvanikas ; and it says, after introducing the 
subject-matter of the topic by mentioning the Brahman to 
be these two, namely, the Earth and the Heaven, that “ The 
fishermen are the Brakman, the slaves are the Brahman, 
and these gamblers are also the Brahman, man und 
woman are born out of the Brakman; women are the 
Brakman,and man also (isthe Brakman).” And distinction 
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(between the self and the Braiman) is also declared in 
the following and other scriptural passages —“The Eter- 
nal among the eternals, the Intelligent among the ine 
telligent, who, though One, fulfils the desires of the 
many."—[Kath. Up. V. 13. & Svet, Up. VI. 134; “The 
two unborn, the intelligent and the non-intelligent (are) 
the Lord and the non-Lord."—[Suet, Up. I. 9.J} “An- 
other (viz. the Lord) also is seen to be the cause of 
their association with the qualities of the ‘works’ (which 
lead to samsara) and the qualities of the self (which 
lead to beatific release)."—[Svet, Up. V. 12,]; “He is 
the Lord of the frakriti and of the individual soul, and 
is the regulator of the qualities ; He is the cause of sam- 
sara, of final release, of existence, and of bondage,’— 
[Svet. Up. VI. 16.]; “He is the cause, the Lord of what 
isthe lord of the senses (i, ¢. of the joa or the indi= 
vidual soul).”—[Svet. Up. V1. 9.J; “One of them eats 
the sweet pippala fruit, while the other shines in splen- 
dour without eating at all.’—[Mund. Up, UL 1. 1.8 
Suet, Up. IV. 6]; “He who, dwelling in the self, &e."— 
[Madh, Brih. Up. 11. 7. 22.); “He is embraced by the 
‘omniscient Self and knows nothing that is external 
(Brin. Up. W. 3. 21.]; “He is ridden upon by the omni- 
scient Self and goes away giving?** up his body.."—[Brih, 
Up. IW, 3. 35:]3 “Knowing Him alone, one transcends 
death.” [Svet. Up. 111. 8.]. Therefore, (both) distinction 
and non-distinction have necessarily to be admitted be- 
‘tween the individual «elf and the Supreme Self. It being <0, 
non-distinction is, however, made out to be natural, because 
the scriptural passage—“ He who knows the Brahman 
becomes the Brahman indeed.’—[Mux?. Up. 2.9.]s 
328, The mon use in the original Suara ta mean grasming-aieg. 
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—and others like it declare that, in the condition of final 
release, the individual self acquires the nature of the 
Brahman; and because also the pasaige—“But where 
to one all this becomes the Self, there who shall see whom 
by what #—[Brih, Up.IL. 4. 14. & IV. 5, 15.],—negatives 
the apprehension of the Lord then as being different (from 
the individual self), 

However, it may be said that even then distinction 
is perceived in accordance with the scriptural passage 
which speaks of the association (of the individual self with 
the Brahmari), and is to this effect—“ He attains with the 
omniscient Brahman all the auspicious qualities.’—[Zaitt, 
Up, MH. 1. 1.)} and that he (the Sitrakira) also says the 
same thing in these aphorisms—* Except in the matter of 
the activity relating to (the creation, Xc., of) the world, 
(the released souls possess all the powers belonging to the 
Lord); because (the Lord Himself forms) the topic of the 
contexts (wherein the above-mentioned activity is referred 
to), and because also (the individual souls) are not mention 
ed (therein),"—[ Ved. Sat, 1V. 4.17.]; “And on account 
of the characteristic of equality (between the individual 
self and the Supreme Self) being solely confined to (the 
matter of) enjoyment.’—[Ved. Sat, IV. 4. 21... (But) 
this is not +0; because the distinction of the individual self 
(from the Brahman) is denied by hundreds of scriptural 
passages such as—"There is no other seer than He,"— 
[Brih. Up. ILL. 7. 23.],—and others, By means of the 
pasage—'He attains with the omniscient Zrafman all 
the auspicious qualities.’—[Zaitt, Up. UL 1. 1.],—what is 
said is that he enjoys the Brahman along with all (His) 
desirable qualities; that is, he enjoys the Brahman posses- 
sed of all those qualities. Otherwise, the phrase “with the 
(omniscient) Brahman” would lead to the Braiman de- 
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coming unimportant. If, by means of the aphorism— 
“Except in the matter of the activity relating to (the 
creation, &c., of) the world, &e.", the released souls are 
made out to have a distinct existence (from the Brakman), 
then it is the same as stating (that these individual souls 
have a) deficieney of lordship. For, otherwise, there will 
be the contradiction of this aphorism among others, name= 
ly,—* (Only) after attaining the Highest Light, is there 
the manifestation (of the individual self’s own nature ; as 
may be inferred) from (the use of) the word ‘own’.’— 
[Ved. Sat. IV. 4, 1.].82* Therefore, non-distinction 
(between the self and the Brakman) is alone na- 
‘tural, 

But the distinction of the individual selves from the 
Brahman as well as from each other ix due to limiting 
conditions, such as the intellect, the senses and the body. 
Although the Brakman isnot made up of constituent parts 
and is found everywhere, yet there certainly results dis 
tinction even in relation to the Bradman by means of the 
limiting conditions, such as the intellect, &c,, just as (cise 
tinction results) in the case of the spatials>? ether by means 
of (limiting conditions like) pots, &e. And there is (here) 
no fallacy of reciprocal depenidence to the effect that there 
is the association of limiting conditions like the intellect, 
&c, with the Brahman who is already differentiated, and 


429, The passage whieh fs the Isis 
ofthis aphorinis and enataios the word 
sou (or set) runs thus:—Parait-  Ganed by the pote On the destruction 
Apireparampatye sone ripen Biash- of she yo, the elher whch was with 
(padhyate\ [cihiwd. Co NUN. 22. 2.]. in it becomes one with the spaal 
“AMlerattaining the Highest Light (ir. ether onside (mnhibys)y whit 
the Bewhvonn) he (Ube inividual sll) sel i momaitioned, 

becomes mites jn his cw mature” 


httpacharya.org 


516 Sri-Buisuva. [Chap. 1 Part. I 


that there is differentiation in relation to the Brakman by 
means of His association with limiting ‘conditions like 
the intellect, &c.; because the limiting condition and 
its association (with the Brakman) are (both) due to 
karma ;89* and because also the stream of that (Aarma) 
is beginningless. What is said is this:—By means 
of the individual self which is held in bondage by its 
past Aarma, there is produced that limiting condition 
which is found in association with that (self) itself; and 
arma (is produced) by the (selfs) being associated with 
that (limiting condition) : thus there is nothing wrong 
(here), in as much as the relation between karma and 
(these) limiting conditions is beginningless in accordance 
with the argument#®# derived from the seed and the 
sprout, ‘Therefore, it is the non-distinction of the indivi- 
dual selves from each other as well as from the Braman 
that is certainly natural, 

But distinction arises, however, from limiting condi- 
tions, The distinction also of these limiting conditions from 
each other as well as from the Brahman is natural, like 
(theit) non-distinction; because these limiting conditions are 
not subject to other limiting conditions, and because also, if 
these (latter) be admitted, there would result a regressus 
m infinitum, Consequently, according to the karma 
of the individual selves, such limiting conditi 
produced (in relation to the Brahman) as have, indeed, 
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a nature which is (both) distinct and non-distinet from the 
Brakman, 

(In reply to this), it is said bere293 thus :-— 

It has been stated that the whole collection of Ved 
antic pas-ages relate to the injunction regarding the medi- 
tation of the Brakman who is without a second, and is 
existence, knowledge and bliss; that consequently: it is 
non-distinction which is made out by means of Vedantic 
Passages; and that distinction is made out by means of the 
Jastras relating to ‘works, 2s well as by means of percep: 
tion, &c., which are all dependent upon distinetions ; and 
that, (under these circumstances), non-distinetion is alone 
the reality, became, there is mutual contradiction between 
distinction and non-distinction, and because also the per- 
ception of distinctions may result even from the beginning- 
lessly old ignorance (or avidya) as its source, But what 
has been stated there (in that context) to the effect 
that there is contradiction between distinction and non- 
distinction, for the reason that both of them are estab- 
lished by perception,—that is improper. Indeed, for a 
thing to be distinct from another thing is the same as that 
thing having characteristics which are different from 
those of the other thing ; and non-dtistinction is the con. 
dition opposite to this, Who is there that is in his senses, 
and will speak of the existence in one and the same 
place of those two things (viz, distinction and non-dis- 
tinction) which have (respectively) the nature of a parti- 
cular condition and of the opposite of that particular 
condition ? If it be said that non-distinction exists in 
the form of the cause as well as in the form of 
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the genus, and that distinction exists in the form of the 
effect as well as in the form of the individual, and that, 
owing to there being (such) a difference between their 
forms there is no contradiction (between them),—it is repli- 
ed that it is not (right to say so); because such (a position) 
does not admit of any one of the possible alternative views 
(in relation to it), Does he who says that there is no con- 
tradiction (between distinction and non-distinction) owing 
to the difference in the form of their appearance, —(does 
He) hold that distinction exists in one particular form, 
while non-distinction exists in another particular form ? 
Or (does he hold) that both of them are to be found 
in one thing which is capable of adopting both those 
forms? In the first alternative, distinction belongs to the 
individual and non-distinction belongs to the genus, and 
hence, no one thing has both these forms (of distinction and 
non-distinetion), If it be said that the genus and the 
individual are both one and the same thing, then (the 
contention), that there is no contradiction (between them), 
in as much as there is a difference in the form of their 
appearance, will amount to have been given up. It has 
been already stated that it is contrary to reason for one 
and the same thing to have its own peculiar charac- 
teristics and (also) their opposites. And, in the second 
alternative, there are two forms which are mutually con- 
tradictory, and the thing with which they are associated is 
unknown. — Hence, even if third form (other than the 
Jali or genus, and the vyakti or the individual) be admitt- 
ed, there would be only the proving of the mutual distinc~ 
tion between (all) the three forms, but no (proving of the) 
absence of distinction (between them). Ifit be said that 
that non-contradiction (between distinction and non-dis- 
tinetion), which it is sought to maintain by the 
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(supposition of) two forms, is the same as being (both) 
Gistinct and non-distinet from the thing which forms 
the abode of those (two forms),—it is asked in reply 
how the two forms, which abide in @ thing and are 
themselves (thus) different from (that) thing, can be 
capable of introducing into that thing hostile attribut- 
es (at the same time). Of what nature is non-dis- 
tinction then? If the two forms (on the one hand) 
and the thing, (on the other hand), which possesses 
them are admitted to be (distinctly) two in nature, 
then, there would be the necessity for another form that is 
capable of holding them together. Consequently, there 
would be the fallacy of ragressus in infinitum, . Moreover, 
there is the apprehension of an admitted oneness in 
relation to the perception of individuals ; similarly, how- 
ever, in regard to that thing also which has (its) similars, 
there .arises mo such perception as is characterised by 
oneness; because all perception arises only as relating 
to the characteristic modes (of things) and to the 
things characterised by those modes, to the effect that 
a particular thing ix of a particular nature. In such 
(a perception), the thing which characterises is the 
genus, and the thing which is characterised is the indivi- 
dual (belonging to that genus); and therefore perception 
hs not (only) one form. For this same reason, the 
quality of being (both) distinct and nonalistinct from 
the Brakman is not possible in relation to the indivi- 
ual self also, Accordingly, the perception of distinction 
is solely based upon the beginninglesly old ignorance 
(or avidva), in as much as non-distinction is based 
on the sastras (the logical result of which is) arrived at in- 
dependently (of all other means of knowledge), 

Tt may be said that, if such be the case, the Brah- 
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man Himself would posess ignorance, and that conse- 
quently the evils of birth, old age, death, &c., resulting 
from that (ignorance) would taint (Him); and that for 
the same reason the following and other scriptural texts, 
namely, “He who understands all and who knows 
al"—[Mupg, Up, 1.1. 9. & IL 2. 7]; “This Self is 
devoid of sin.’—[Chhand. Up. VIL. 1. 5. & VIL 7, 
1& 3], would also be contradicted. But this is not 
right ; because the evils of ignorance, Ke, are not 
real, But, in as much ax you8#* do not admit (the 
existence of) things other than the limiting conditions 
and the Brahman, the association of those limiting 
conditions with the Brahman Himself and the evils of 
(His) constituting the individual self, of (His) being 
(thus) ignorant, &c., (all of) which result from that 
(association), would all occur (according to you) in reality. 
Indeed, these limiting conditions,which are associated 
with the Brahman who is without constituent parts 
and indivisible, do not get into association (with Him) 
cither after cutting Him or after dividing Him. But, 
on the contrary, they are associated with His essential na- 
ture, and hence they work out their effects within Himself, 
You may, however, hold that the Brahman limited 

by conditions is the individual self; and that that 
(individual self) is atomic (in size); that its atomic 
character is due to the atomic (or non-pervasive) nature 
of the manas which is one of the lintiting conditions ; 
that this limiting condition is beginninglessly old ; 
and that, therefore, the evils, which are associated 
with the thing that is limited by conditions, 
2384 You means the Bitudortyar these, they donot admit the etstence 
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fare not associated with the Highest unconditioned Brah- 
‘man, If so, it has to be asked whether the individual self 
which is atomic in size is a bit of the Brahman cut off 
(from Him) by limiting conditions ; or whether it (vixe 
the individual self) is any such «pecial part of the Brah- 
‘man as is not at all divided from the Brahman and is 
(nevertheless) associated with that limiting condition whieh 
is characterised by the atomic size ; or whether it is, in 
esence, the Brahman Himself in association with limiting, 
conditions ; or whether it is some other intelligent being 
associated with limiting conditions ; or whether it is the 
limiting condition itself. As the Brahman is incapable of 
divided, the first alternative cannot be assumed; and 
(if it be assumed), there would be a beginning (in time) to 
the individual self; indeed cutting off means the splitting 
of an already existing thing into two, In accordance with 
the second alternative, a particular part of the Brahman 
Himself is associated with limiting conditions, and hence 
all the evils arising out of limiting conditions accrue 
to Him alone ; and when a limiting condition is detached 
‘and transferred (from one part of the Brahman to another), 
then, owing to the fact that it is not possible for the limit- 
ing condition to carry with iteelf that part of the Brahman 
which was associated with itself (before), and owing also 
to the fact that the past of the Brahman which is associat 
ed with limiting conditions varies from moment to 
moment, both bondage and final release have to be 
taking place every moment. If it were possible (for the 
limiting condition) to carry with itself (that part of the 
Brahman with which it is associated), then, since the 
Brakman is indivisible, the whole (of the Brakian) would 
ave to be so carried, Ifit be «aid that a thing which has no 
constituent parts and is all-pervading cannot be (<0) carried, 
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then the statement already made to the effect that the 
limiting condition is detached and transferred must itself be- 
come an error. When all the limiting conditions are asso- 
ciated with the (various) parts of the (one) undivided Brah- 
‘man, then, since all the individual selves form such parts 
of the (one undivided) Brahman, they will have all to be 
put together and realised as one. If, owing to their form- 
ing (His) various parts, there can be no putting them to- 
gether (so as to cause their coalescence), then, even after 
the limiting conditions are detached and transferred, there 
can be no coalescence of even a single part (freed from 
limiting conditions with the unconditioned whole). In ac 
cordance with the third alternative, the essential nature of 
the Brahman Himself assumes the state of the individual 
self, through association with limiting conditions ; and 
hence there can be no establishment of the wnconditioned 
Brahman as apart from that (individual self), and there will 
have to be only one individual self in all In ac- 
cordance with the fourth alternative, the individual self 
is (by nature) altogether different from the Brahman, and 
therefore the idea that the differentiation of the individual 
self (from the Braman) is due to limiting conditions will 
amount to have been given up, In accordance with the 
last alternative, the view of the Charvakas®?? themselves 
will come to have been accepted. ‘Therefore, on the 
strength of the Sastras declaring that there is non-disine- 
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tion (between things), it has to be accepted that all distine- 
tions are based upon ignorance (or azudya) alone, 

Accordingly, although the saséras are authoritative 
only in so far as they relate to utility either in the form 
of activity or of cesation from activity, it i established 
that Vedantic passages are authoritative in relation to the 
essential nature of the Brahman (also), in as much as 
they are needed as a complement to the injunction relat- 
ing to meditation, 
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‘This (view) also is improper.t#¢ Even though it be 
granted that they are needed asa complement to the 
injunction relating to meditation, there is no authoritative 
proof that Vidantic passages import anything that ix real, 
What is said is this:—Do the passages relating to the 
essential nature of the Brakman possess authoritativeness 
in elation to that essential nature of the Brakman, by im- 
porting the same thing as the injunction relating to medi- 
tation (does) ? Or (do they do s0) independently and of 
their own accord ? If they have (such) oneness of import, 
then they must refer mainly to the injunction relating to 
meditation ; and thus it is not possible for them to aim at 
denoting the essential nature of the Brahman, If they 
import a different thing (from the injunction relating to 
meditation), then, since they are devoid of utility in the 
form of inducing either activity or cessation from activity, 
they certainly cannot have any (real) meaning at all, 
Moreover, it should not be urged—that meditation has the 
nature of a flow of memory, and is capable of being 
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definitely described only by means of what constitutes the 
thing that is to be remembered ;—and that, if it be asked 
what the particular object of remembrance in cormection 
with this injunction bearing upon meditation is, then, 
the following passages—M All this is that Self.’—[Brih. 
Up, 4.6. & IV, “The Brahman is omnisci 

ent."—[Brih, Up. Me 5. “The Brahman is Vxist- 
ence, Knowledge, Infinity."—[Taitt. Cp. UW. 1, 15), and 
other such passages point out the essential nature and the 
peculiar characteristics of that (object of remembrance), and 
thus acquire the sameness of import with that (injunction 
relating to meditation), and become authoritative in estab- 
lishing the reality of the thing (imported) : because, al- 
though the injunction relating to meditation is necessarily 
dependent upon what forms the object of remembrance, 
yet the reality of the thing to be meditated upon is not. 
‘absolutely needed, for the reason that the completion of 
meditation becomes possible even with the help of a cere 
tain thing which is unreal, asin the ease of the injune- 
tion®3* enjoining the realisation of the Brahman as a 
Name, Thus itis arrived at that the Brahman is not 
proved by means of the scriptures; because Vedantic 
passages are devoid of utility in the form of inducing either 
activity or cessation from activity ; and because, even 
‘when needed as a complement to the injunction relating to 
meditation, they have their finality only in denoting the 
esential nature of the particular object of meditation ; 
again because, even when they are capable of having an 
independent import, there is to be found in merely. know- 
ing (their meaning) the whole range of their utility, as 
is the cae with sentences (uttered) to gratify’ children, 


as. Vide Git 
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sickly persons, and other such people ; and because also 
they (viz. Vedantic passages) cannot point out the real~ 
ity of those things the ideas corresponding to which have 
been already naturally established, 


In this connection, it is laid down (by the Satrakara) 
—" That (viz. the fact that the scripture forms altoge- 
ther the source of theknowledge relating to the Brahman) 
results, however, from (His constituting) the true pur- 
port (of the scriptures).’’355 The word Samanvaya ;neans 
the proper purport, that is, such a purport as constitutes an 
object of human pursuit. ‘The meaning is that, owing to 
the fact that the Brahman who is the highest object of 
human pursuit and whose very nature is unsurpassed bliss 
forms the purport (of the scriptures) by constituting. the 
thing that is to be denoted (by them), that, namely, 
the fact that the scripture forms the means of proving 
(the Brahman), is undoubtedly established. 

‘The whole collection of Veddntic passages tenches 
the Brahman who is the highest object of attainment, in 
aw much as His essential nature is devoid of all evil and 
consists of unsurpassed bliss ; and whoever says that, nev 
theless, it (viz, that collection) has not its finality: in_ut 
lity, because it does not lead to either activity or cessation 
from activity, (he) says, (as it were), that a person who 
dwells in a palace is destitute of all usefillness in as 
inuch as he does not get into a dog-kennel. 

‘Wohat is said is this :—Individual souls have the know- 
edge of their own nature as well as of the reality of the 
higher and the lower traths that are concealed by the veil of 
that ignorance which is the same in nature as the beginning- 
lessly old arma ; they exist in the form of golds, Asuras, 
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Gandharvas, Siddhas, Vidyadharas, Kinnaras, Kimpuru- 
shas, YVakshas, Rakshasas, Pisdchas, men, beasts, birds, 
reptiles, trees, shrubs, creepers, grass, and other (material 
embodiments); they are differentiated by the distinctions 
of the male sex, of the female sex, and of sexlessness, and 
have their own specially appointed -upporters, protectors 
and special objects of enjoyment : and (under these cir- 
cumstances) that passage alone has its finality in utility 
which teaches that there exists the Highest Brahman 
who, by means of His own essential nature, character 
and qualities, greatness and activity, causes to these 
(individual souls) unlimited and unsurpassed joy at the 
time when there happens to be no difference between the 
(personal) experience of (the Brahman) Himself and 
the experience which these (souls) have in their released 
state (of beatitude). But that (other kind of) passage, 
relates to activity’ and: cessation from activity, has 
not its finality in utility, in as much as it gives rise to that 
knowledge which can be utilised only so long as there are 
(desirable) objects to be attained. When it ix desired to 
know how the Brahman who is of this nature is to be at~ 
tained, then, worship (or "pédsana) is enjoined, as the 
means of attaining the Brakman,by the words vedana, &¢., 
(meaning knowledge, &c.,) in the following passages 
“He who knows the Brahman attains the Highest.’— 
[Taitt. Up. 1.1.1.3; “Let him worship the Self alone 
the object to be attained," —[Brih, Up. 1. 4.13.J. This 
(utility of the teaching given by Vedanta) is analogous to 
the cate of a person who, on hearing the statement that 
there is hidden treasure m his house, comes to know of the 
existence of (such 2) hidden treasure, (thereby) becomes 
pleased, and then tries to get at it. It is also analogous 
to this other case :—A young prince, while engaged in play 
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with (other) Inds, gets out of the palace, and, straying from 
the right road, is lost, and is taken by the king (to. be so 
lost). (The prince) himself does not know his (own) father, 
is brought up by a Brahmana of merit, and is made to lean 
(all) the Vedic scriptures. When he is sixteen years of 
age and is the possessor83? of all auspicious qualities, he 
hears a statement made by a very worthy person to this 
effect :— Your father is the:lord of the whole world, and 
is blessed with the qualities of dignity affection, 
excellent behaviour, heroism, bravery and overwhelming 
strength, &e, He is waiting in the best of cities solely 
with the desire to see you, (his) lost on.” When (the 
prince hears this statement), he becomes then and there 
full of unsurpassed joy by realising (within himself)—¥ 1 
am indeed the son of a person who is alive, and my: father 
is abundantly blessed with all kinds of wealth.” ‘The king 
also,—on hearing that his own son is alive, is healthy, is 
beautiful to look at, and is conversant with all that has to 
be known,—becomes like one who has attained all the ob- 
jects of human pursuit; and thereafter he tries to get him 
(ie. the son) back, And at last they both meet together. 
Such also is (this utility). 

Again what has been stated—by the Airoapakshin—to 
the effect that Vedantic passages relate to things, the ideas 
corresponding to which have been already naturally estab- 
hed, and are hence no means of proving the real exist- 
ence of the things imported (by them), but are like the 
sentences which ae uttered for the gratification of children, 
y persons and other (such people), in ax much as their 
has its finality only in (producing) the mere (men- 
tal) knowledge of that (to which they relate);—that is 
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wrong. When the absence of the reality of the thing 
imported (by a sentence) is definitely determined, then, 
even if that (thing) be (mentally) known, it cannot serve 
any useful purpose. In the case of children, sickly people 
Sey joy &c., are produced by the illusion that the thing 
(imported by the sentences uttered for their gratification) 
is really existent, If, at the time when such (illusory) 
knowledge is existent, the conviction should arise that 
the thing imported is really non-existent, then joy, & 
would, (in consequence), disxppear that very moment. If, 
in the case of the Upaniskadic passages also, it be deter- 
mined that they do not denote the real existence of the 
Brahman, then, although they give rise to the (conceptual) 
knowledge of the Brahman, there would be (to thow 
passages) no finality in utility. 

‘Therelore, it is a demonstrated conclusion that the 
scriptural passage, which begins with—“ From whom 
all these beiugs. are born”—[Taill, Up. UL. 1. 1], de= 
clares that that Brahiman—who is the only cause of all 
the worlds, who is devoid of even the smallest taint of all 
that is evil, who is the abode” of innumerable auspicious 
such as omniscience, the quality of willing the 
end who is bliss unsurpassed in excellence, — 
is really existent, 


ADHIKARANA, V. 
Tashatyadhikarana, 
Sitra 5. ikshaternasabdam. 


Because the activity imported by the root iksh (to 
See j. ¢. to think) is predicated (in relation to what con- 
stitutes the cause of the world) that which is not reveal- 
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http-/acharya.org 


Adhik. V. Sat. 5.) Spri-Buasnya. 329 


ed solely by the scripture, (viz. the pradhana)*«: is not 
(the Sat or the Existence which is referred to in the scrip- 
tural passage relating to the cause of the world). 


Ithas been already stated that that Brakman, who is 
taught in the scriptural passage which relates to the cause 
of the world and which begins with—“ From whom all 
these (beings are born)"—[7aill, Up. I. 1. 1.],—(that 
Brahman) who is omniscient, who is omnipotent, who is 
hostile to all that is evil and forms the only seat of all the 
auspicious qualities;—has to be enquired into, Now, 
by means of this aphorism—“ Because the activity im- 
ported by the root iksk (lo sce i, ¢, lo think), is predicat« 
ed (in relation to what constitutes the cause of the world), 
that which is not revealed solely by the scripture (viz, the 
pradhana) is not (the Sat or the Existence which is refer- 
red to in the scriptural passage relating to the cause of the 
world)”,—and by means of other aphorisms, it is declared 
that the scriptural passages#4? which mention the cause 
of the world do not possess the power of denoting the 
pradhana and other similar things which are cap- 
‘able of being established by the process of logical in- 
ference, This is what is revealed in the Chhandogya 

“ Existence alone, my dear child, this was in the begin- 
ning, one only, without 2 second........It thought—! May 
T become manifold” and be bom’, It created Zajas, 
&e." [Chhand. Up. V1. 2. 1, 2, et seq]. Here the 
doubt arises whether that, which is the cause of the world 
and is denoted by the worl Existence (or Saf), ix the 
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pradhana which has been mentioned by others and ix cap~ 
able of being established by logical inference, or whether it 
is the Brakman who possesses the characteristics already 
stated? It is perhaps held’4® that it is the pradhana, 
Why? The passage—“‘Existence alone, my dear child, this 
was in the beginning, one only, &c."—speaks of the causal 
condition of that thing which is denoted by the word ‘this’, 
which constitutes the thing to be enjoyed (or endured) by 
intelligent beings (viz, the individual souls), and which is 
inade up (of the qualities) of saffva (goodness), rajas (pas 
sion), and amas (darkness), and which (again) exists in 
variously modified forms such as the ether, &c. Indeed, a 
thing which exists in the condition of a cause acquires the 
character of an effect merely by getting into another con- 
dition, Whatever thing and whatever (general) nature 
(thereof) exist in the condition of a cause, that same thing 
and that same nature (thereof) exist also in the condition 
ofan effect, Moreover, a produced effect is made up (of 
the qualities) of sattra, &e. ‘Therefore that Aradhana in 
which these qualities are held in a state of equilibrium? 4 is 
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alone the cause (of the universe). ‘That same (pradhana) 
is, im the passage—" Existence alone, my dear child, this 
was in the beginning, one only, without a second", —de- 
clared to be that undifferentiated existence which has ab- 
sorbed into itself all differentiating peculiarities, It is for 
this reason that a cause and its effect have no (essential) 
difference between them. Only thus can this proposition 
become appropriate (which says) that, by knowing one 
thing, all things become known, Otherwise, there would 
further be a complete difference between the thing intend- 
ed to be illustrated and the example of the lump of clay 
and of the produced effects thereof, which are (all) given 
ats an illustration in the scriptural passage that begins 
with—“Just as, my dear child, by one lump of clay, 
&e,"—[Chhand, Up.V1. 1.4.]- Therefore, in the scriptural 
passage which relates to the cause of the world, nothing 
other than the fradhana taught by the great sage 
Kapila is mentioned. Moreover, this passage (now under 
discussion) contains proposition and an illustration, and 
thus it has surely the form of a logical inference, 
Consequently, what is denoted by the word Exivence 
(or Saf) is nothing other than that (Aradhana) which is 
capable of being proved by inference (to be the cause 
of the world), 

Ifit be so held, i is stated (in reply) thus:—“Because the 
ictivity imported by the root iksh (la see i. e. to think), is 
predicated (in relation to what constitutes the cause of the 
world), that which is not revealed solely by the scripture 
(viz, the pradhana) is not (the Sat or the Existentce which 
is referred to in the scriptural pawage relating to that 
catise of the wor'd).” That which is not revealed solely 
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by the scripture is that in relation to which the scripture 
alone does not form the means of proof. It is that which 
is capable of being established by the process of logical 
inference. The meaning is that it is the pradhana, That 
(pradhana) is not denoted by the scriptural passages relat~ 
ing to the cause of the world. Why? Because the act- 
ivity imported by the root iksh (to see /. e. to think) is 
predicated. That is, because the root sksh is ured, in the 
scriptural passage—* It thought—May I become manifold 
and be born.”"—[Gihand, Up. V1. ‘to denote a parti- 
cular kind of activity in relation to what is imported by the 
word Zvistence (or Sat), And it is not possible for the non- 
intelligent pradhana to be associated with the activity of 
seeing (i. ¢, of thinking). Therefore, what forms the import 
of the word Existence (or Sat) is that Highest Person. who 
is capable of so ‘seeing’, and who is a particular intelligent 
Being that is omniscient and omnipotent, Accordingly, in 
all contexts which relate to creation, the act of creation is 
invariably preceded by the act of ‘sesing’ (i. ¢. of thinking), 
as in the following and other scriptural passages :—“ He 
thought—' May I create the worlds’, He created these 
worlds," [Ait, Up. He thought,....He created 
the pranas,” (Pr. U, 3&4). < 

It may, however, be said here that the cause has 
necessarily to be tin natural conformity with the effect. 
‘That is true ; and the Highest Person who is omniscient 
and omnipotent, who wills the truth, and who owns the 
intelligent as well as the non-intelligent things in their 
subtle state as His body, is certainly in natural conform- 
ity with all produced effects. For example, the follow- 
ing scriptural passages say the same thing:—“ His supreme 
power is revealed, indeed, as varied, natural, and ax 
consisting of knowledge, strength, and action,”—[Seed. Up. 
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V1.8]; “He who understands all and who knows all 
and whose fapas#+® consists of knowledge "—[Miord. Up. 
1.1, 9]; “He whose body is the avyakia,4® whose 
body is the akshara......whose body is mrityn, He is the 
internal Self of all beings.’—[Sué. Up. VIL]. And this 
will be fully explained under the aphorism—(The Brahe 
man is) not (the cause of the world), because (He is) 
different (irom this world)’—[Ved. Sit. Il. 1. 4, 
and also under other aphorisms, Here, (however), it is 
maintained that the scriptural passages relating to. the 
creation of the world are not capable of importing the 
pradhana, ‘The logical objections in regard to. what actt- 
ally forms the import (of those passages) will be invalidat- 
ed in that same context (in which this above-mentioned 
aphorism occurs). 

What has been stated to the effect that this pasage 
(viz, Gahand. Up, V1. 1 & 2) is decidedly in the form 
of a logical inference, on account of its containing a propo 
sition and an illustration,—that is not right; because there 
is not given in it any basis of logical inference (i.e. the 
middle term). When, by means of the passage—“ (Did 
you ask for that teaching) by which what ix not heard be- 
comes heard—[Cbhand. Up. V1. 1. 3], it is desired to 
teach how by knowing (a certain) one thing all things 
become known, then, the example (of the clay, &c,) is 
indeed made use of merely to show the possibility of such 
a thing—to him who is of opinion that such a thing is 


245 The word tapor cedinarily not mean penanee or auiteritien, and 
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altogether impossible. Asa matter of fact, solely for the 
reason that the activity imported by the root zksit (lo sec 
ie, lo think), is declared (in relation to what forms the 
cause of the world), it is made out that there is not even 
the remotest mention of any logical inference (here). 


It may again be said thus :—It is not that main and 
natural significance of ‘seeing’, which is found to exist. in 
intelligent beings, that is mentioned here; but, on the 
other hand, it is a figurative significance of ‘seeing’ 
(that is implied here); because, in the following scriptural 
passages—“That fire saw" —[Chhand. Up. VI. 2. 36 


the association of a figurative ‘Seeing’ (with the pradhana). 
Moreover, it is common to apply figuratively the attributes 
of intelligent beings to non-intelligent things, as in the 
instances,—"‘The paddy crops are expecting the rains”,— 
“By means of the rains the (sown) seed became exceed 
ingly gladdened,” 

‘Therefore, after stating the supposition that the 
‘seeing’ (here mentioned) may be figurative, he (the 
Sétrakara) disproves it (thus), 


Sitra 6, Gauyas:teno¥tmasabdat. 


It it be said that it (viz, the import of the root ksh, to 
see) is (here) figurative, (it is maintained that) it cannot 
beso; because there isthe word Atman (or Self mentioned 
in the context).94* 


What has been stated (above) to the effect that, since 
there is the association of a figurative ‘seeing’ (with the 
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‘pradhéna), this predication of ‘seeing’ in relation to Exist- 
ence (or Saf) also is figurative, and is intended to denote 
that condition (of the pradhana) which invariably pre- 
cedes creation,—this is not right; becanse, in the following 
passage (occurring in that context)— All this has That 
for its Self; ‘That is Existence; That is the Atman (or the 
.8.7.])—that which is denoted by 
the word Existence (or Sat) is (also) denoted by the word 
Altman (or Self). What is said is this:—That teaching, which 
is found in the passage—“AIl this has That for its Sel 
‘That is the Self."—[Cphand. Up. VI. 8. 7.],—has in view 
the world which is made up of intelligent and non-intelli 
gent things, and points out that the Sa’ (or the Bxist= 
ence) is the Self thereof ; and it (viz, such a teaching) can- 
not be appropriately given in relation to the (purely) non- 
intelligent thing pradidna, Thus the elements of fire 
(ejas), water, and earth have also the Highest Self for their 
Self, ‘Therefore the words dcjas, &c., are also significant 
of the Highest Self alone, Accordingly there is the fol- 
lowing scriptural passage :—" Indeed entering into these 
three deities along with this individual self which is (also) 
the same as Myself, I evolve the differentiation of names 
and forms.” [Uishand. Up. V1, 3. 2:]. And from this it 
follows that égas and the other elements acquire the 
character of being things and also the capability of assum- 
ing their own particular names wholly as a consequence 
of the Supreme Self entering into them, Therefore in 
these statements also, namely,—“ That fire sar"; —"Those 
waters saw" —[Zbhand, Up. VI. 2. 3 & 4.],—the predica- 
tion of ‘seeing’ has its primary and natural significance, 
Consequently, in the statement—* It saw "—(Chhand. U; 

VI. 2, 3.J)—the supposition, which gives a figurative signi- 
ficance (to ‘ seeing’) even as a consequence of the associn~ 
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tion (of that ‘seeing’ with the fradhana), is altogether 
dispelled (as wrong). Such is the meaning of this 
aphorism, 

What is denoted by the word existence (or Sat) is not 
the pradhana, for the following reason also : 


Sitra 7, Tannishthasya mokshopad; 


it. 


Because (also) it is taught (in the context) that he 
who is firmly devoted to That (viz, the Sat) obtains final 
release, 


After the scriptural sentence—“That thou art"— 
(Chhand. Up. V1. 8.7.],—teaches Svetaketu, who is desir- 
ous of attaining final release, that the Saf is to be continu- 
‘ously meditated upon as the Afman (or the Self), this 
(other) sentence— As long as he is not freed (from the 
body), so long there is delay ; then he will be blessed."— 
(Cihand. Up. VI. 14, 2.]—tells him that in the case of 
the person, who is firmly devoted to that (Saf or One Exist- 
ence), final release, the nature of which is the attainment of 
the Brahman, is delayed only till the falling off of the body. 
And if the non-intelligent pradhana had been taught to be 
the cause of the world, then it would not have been appro- 
Priate to teach that the continuous meditation of it as. the 
Self forms the means of attaining final release, And accord- 
ing to the passage —“ Of whatever nature a man’s 
Worship is in this world, of that nature he becomes after 
death."—[Chhand. Up. WL, 14. 1.],—there must result 
to him, who is firmly devoted to that (Aradhana), 
nothing other than the attainment of that (same) non-in- 
telligent thing (or the Aradhana), Moreover, the dastra 
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(or the scripture), which is much more affectionate (to- 
wards us) than even thousands of mothers and fathers, 
cannot teach (us) to attain that non-intelligent thing (or 
pradhana) which forms thé cause of (ow) being attacked 
by (our) well-known three miseries. 348 Indeed those who 
‘maintain that the fradhana forms the cause of the world 
do not acknowledge that final release results to him who 
is firmly devoted to (that) pradhana, 


Again the pradhana is not (what is denoted by the 
word Sat or Existence) for the following reason also :— 


Siitra 8, Heyatvavazbanachch 


Because also it is not declared (in the context) that 
it (viz. what is denoted by the word Sat or Existence) 
deserves to be discarded. 


If the fradhana alone were that cause (of crea- 
tion) which is denoted by the worl Sa/ (or Existence), 
then (the idea of) Svetaketu, who was desirous of attain- 
ing final release, being the same as that (Saé) would 
bbe opposed to (his) final release, and should therefore have 
been taught (to him) to be only such (an idea) ax altogether 
deserved to be discarded. And that is not done. On the 
contrary, in the following passages, namely, “That thou 
art,’—[Clihand, Up. VI. 8.7; “So long as he is not 
(freed from the body), &e.’—[Chhand. Up. VI. 14. 2.],— 
it is taught that that (idea of his being the same as the 
Sat) is necessarily such as deserves to be adopted (by 
him), 
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‘The pradhana is not (what is denoted by the word 
Sat or Existence) for the folowing reason also: 


Satra 9, Pratijnavirodnat.2*? 


Because (also) there would then be the contradiction 
of the proposition 9° (enunciated in the context), 


If the praahana were taken to be the cause of the 
world, there would also be the contradiction of the propo- 
sition (enunciated in the context). Indeed, in the very 
beginning of the scriptural passage (under reference), the 
proposition is enunciated that, by knowing a (certain) 
single thing, all things become known. And that (propo- 
sition) has to be justified solely by means of the fact that, 
from the knowledge of the causal Saf (or Existence), the 
world, which is its produced effect and is made up of 
the intelligent and the non-inteltigent things, becomes 
knowns and the reason (for this) is that a cause and its 
effect are not different from each other, But the whole 
collection of intelligent beings (viz. the individual sely- 
es) cannot be the effects produced out of the pradhana 
and consequently, by knowing the pradhana, the know- 
ledge relating to the whole collection of intelligent beings 
cannot result ; thus this (proposition itself) would be con- 
trudicted if the pradhana be taken to be the cause of 
the world. 


449. This Stra is not commented i to the effeet— Did you atk for: 
upon by Sankara and by Anandatttha that teaching by which what is not 
in theircommentaries on the Voffnta- heard becomes heatd, what. is not 
Sitras, thought becomes thought, what is 
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‘The pradhana is not (what is denoted by the word 
Sat or Exisience in the scriptural passage under discussion) 
for the following reason also ;— 


Sitea 10. Svapyayat. 


Because (alsoj, there is (mentioned in the context), 
the withdrawal (of the individual self) into its own cause, 
(ie. into the Sar, 


‘This scriptural pasage, namely,—“Know from me, my 
dear child, what deep sleep is. When any perron ix 
known to be asleep, he is then in union with the Sad, He 
withdraws into his own cause. Therefore they say, he 
sleeps, because he is absorbed into his own cause (ic. into the 
Brahman).’—[Chhand. Up. V1. 8. 1.J—relates to that 
very subject which is denoted by the word Sat. It 
declares that the individual soul, who is asleep and is in 
union with the Sa/, has withdrawn (himself) into his 
own cause ; that is, that he has been absorbed into his own 
cause, And (the) dissolution (of a thing) is (its) absorption 
into (its) own cause. Moreover the non-intelligent pra- 
dhana does not deserve tobecome the cause of the individual 
soul. The meaning of the scriptural statement—“He with- 
draws into his own cause,"—[Chhand, Up. VI. 8 1,],—is 
that the individual soul goes back only unto the Supreme, 
Self, It is declared in the scriptural passage*#? relat- 
ing to the differentiation of names and forms that that 
Brahman Himself, who bas the intelligent thing (or the 
individual soul) for His body and forms its Self, is denoted 
by the word jiea (which ordinarily means the individual 
soul). By means of the statefment—“ He is then in union 
with the Sat; He withdraws into his own cause."—[Chhand. 
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Up. VI, 8. 1.]-it is taught that that Brahman who 
is denoted by the word jiva is free from (any) asso- 
ciation with names and forms at the time of deep 
sleep also, as (He is) at the time of universal dissolu- 
tion ; and (He) is hence to be denoted merely by the word 
Sat (or Existence), To the same effect it is stated in 
similar contexts (elsewhere) that, owing to his (i, e. the in- 
dividual self’) not being associated with names and forms, 
he is embraced by Him who is omniscient; and consequently 
itis said that, “When he is embraced by the omniscient 
Self, he does not know anything that is external nor any 
thing that is intemal.” [Brik, Up. IV. 3. 21.]. Indeed, un- 
til final release takes place, the individual self is associated 
with names and forms ; and it is, therefore, that there is 
born (in him) the knowledge of objects other than him- 
self. At the time of deep sleep he certainly gives up 
names and forms, and is embraced by the Saf (i. ¢. by the 
Brahman): and again, in the wakeful state, he becomes 
associated with names and forms and assumes (for himself) 
a particular name and a particular form. This is clearly 
stated in other scriptural passages, namely,—“ When he 
(i @ the individual self) is asleep, he sees no dreams 
whatsoever; and he becomes one wholly with that Prdza 
(or Brahman). .From that Self, 
the prawas proceed each towards its (own) place.”— 
[Kaush, Up. 1V. 19.]. To the same effect is the following 
scriptural passage also—“Whatever these beings are here, 
(i.¢.in the state of separation from their cause), whether a 
tiger, or a lion, or a wolf, or a boar. 28% or a 
fly, or a mosquito,—that they become again and again,” 


35% The quotation here is not “or an insect or a moth.” 
omplete; the portion venitted being 
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[Chand Up. Vi. 9.2. & VI. 10. 2). And a similar 
scriptural text also says that the individual soul who is so 
in deep sleep “‘is embraced by the omniscient Self.” [Brih. 
Up. IV. 3. 21.]. Therefore, He who is denoted by the 
word Sat (in the <criptural passage under discussion), 
is that Highest Person alone who is the Highest Bral- 
man, who is omniscient and is the Highest Lord. The 
Vriltikara (Bodhiyana) says the same thing thus:— 
“In the scriptural text—Then he is in union with 
the Sa/—this (viz, the fact that the Sat is the Brahman 
who is the cause of the world) is conclusively made out 
by means of (the creatures) withdrawing (into the Sa¢) 
and returning (from the Sai); and the scripture also says 
that ‘He (the individual self) is embraced by the omnisci« 
ent Self.” 


‘The pradhana is not (what is denoted by the word 
Sal) for the following reason also 


Siitra I. Gatisimanyat. 


Because there has to be a similarity of import 
(between the passage under reference and the other 
passages relating to the cause of the creation, &c., of the 
world). 


Whatever is the import of the following among other 
passages relating to the creation of the world, namely,— 
“The Self, indeed, this one only was in the beginning. No- 
thing else lived.89? He thought—‘May I create the 
worlds! He created these worlds.—[ait. Up. 1 & 
2.]; “From that same Self, indeed, the spatial ether came 
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into existence, from the <patial ether the air (came into 
existence); from the air, the fire; from the fire, the 
waters; and from the waters, the earth.’—[Taitt, Up, 
H. 1. 1); “That which is this Rigveda is the breath 
of Him, that is, of this Great Being." —[Sub, Up, 11.]—584 
(whatever) is (their) signification,—from the similarity 
(of import) with that, that is, from the sameness of meaning 
(which) this (passage under reference) is to have with 
that (signification)—(it has to be inferred that the pra- 
dhana ix not the Sat). In all these (above passages) 
also, the Lord of all is made out to be the cause (of 
the world), Therefore here (i. e, in this passage) also it 
is definitely determined that the Lord of all is alone the 
cause (of the world), 


The pradhana is not (what is denoted by the word 
Sat) for the following reason also : 


Siitra 12, Srutatva 

Because also it is revealed (in the very Upanishad in 
which the passage under discussion occurs, and in other 
Upanishads, that the Supreme Self is the cause of the 
universe). 


Indeed, in this very Upanishad (viz. the Cihandogya), 
in the following passages, namely,—‘ Entering in along 
with this individual self which is (also) the same ax Myself, 
I evolve the differentiation of names and forms." —[Chhand, 
Up. V1. 3.2], “All these things which are born, my 
dear one, have their origin in the Sat (i.e. in the One 
Existence), have their abode in the Sai, and are established 
in the Sat.’—[Chhand. Up. V1.8. 4 & 6.], “All this has 
this (Brahman) for its Self, That (Brakman) is Existence, 
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He is the Selé"—{Cihand, Up.V1, 8. 7.], “ Whatever there 
ishere as existent and whatever there is as non-existent in 
relation to him,—all that is contained in Him,’—[Chhand, 
Up. VIM. 1, 3.], “In Him, all desites are contained,’-— 
(Qhhand. Up. VII. 1. 5.], This Self is devoid of sin, is 
free from old age, free from death, free from sorrow, 
free from hunger, free from thirst, and desires the truth, 
and wills the truth."—[Ghhand. Up. VIULt, 5,& VII. 
7-4 & 3.)y-it is declared that that, which is denoted 
by the word Sa/, is, in consequence of its possessing 
the same character as the Self, capable of causing the 
differentiation of names and forms and possesses (the qua- 
lity of) omniscience, (the quality of) omnipotence, the 
quality of being the support of all, the quality of being 
devoid of sin, &c,, the quality of desiring the truth, and 
also the quality of willing the truth, To the same effect 
are the following and other scriptural passages found else- 
where alto :—"He has none ax His lord and (none) as 
His ruler in the world ; and He has no characteristic body 
whatsoever. He is the cause and is the Lord of what is 
the lord of the senses (i, ¢. of the ja or the individual 
soul); He has no progenitor and no superior.”—[Svet, &/p, 
VI. 9.J; “The omniscient Lord who creates all beings 
gives them names, and, calling them (by those names), He 
ever continues to be.’—[Tailt. Ar. 1, 12. 7.); “He, 
who has entered within, is the ruler of all things that 
‘are born, and is the Self of all." —[Tait, Ar, III. 24.); 
“Ve is the Self of the whole universe and is the best 
refuge ; He is the Lord of the world, the Lord of the indi- 
vidual souls; whatever thing there is in. this world, either 
seen or heard, Narayana pervades all that within and 
‘without and so remains for ever”, —[M. Nar. XL. 3.& 5.1; 
\ He is the internal Self of all beings, He is devoid of all 
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sins, He is the Divine Lord, He is the one Narayana’ 
[Sub Up. VIL. 1). ‘Therefore the scriptural passage 
Which mentions the cause of the world is not capable of 
importing (as such) the pradhéua and other similar things, 
Consequently it is settled that that Narayana alone—who 
is omniscient and omnipotent, who is the Lord of all 
lords, who is devoid of even the smallest taint of all that 
is evil, who is the great ocean that receives the flood of 
all the collections of (all) the innumerable auspicious qua- 
lities which are unsurpassed in excellence, who is the 
Highest Person,—He alone forms the one cause of the 
universe and is the Brahman that has to be enquired into, 

For the same reason it has to be understood that the 
contention, which maintains that the Bralman is pure ine 
telligence devoid of characterising attributes, has also been 
set at naught by the Sifrakara with the help of these 
(above quoted) scriptural passages ; because it is establish- 
ed (by him) that that Brakman, who is to be enquired 
into, is associated with the real attribute of ‘seeing’, &c, 
which forms the main and natural significance of the root 
ksh, (to ‘see'), Indeed, according to the contention which 
maintains that that (which is the cause of the world) 
is devoid of characterising attributes, even the character of 
a witness (j,¢: of one who ‘sees') has:to be unreal (as 
applied to that cause). That the Brakman, who is to be 
made out from the Vedanta, has been enunciated to be 
the object of the enquiry (here), and that He is intelligent, 
are (both) declared by means of this aphorism among 
others ; namely,—“Because the activity imported by the 
root iksh (to see ie. to think) is predicated:(in relation to 
what constitutes the cause of the world), that which is 
not revealed solely by the scripture (viz. the pradhana), 
is not (the Sat or the Existence which is referred to in 
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the scriptural passage relating to that cause of the world). 
(Ved. Sat. 1. 1.5. To possess the character of an intel- 
ligent being is known to,be the same ax to possess the 
quality’ of intelligence. And accordingly that which is 
devoid of the attribute of ‘seeing’ (or thinking) has exact- 
ly the same nature as the pradhana. 

Moreover, according to the position which maintains 
that the Brahman is pure luminosity devoid of charac- 
terising attributes, it is dificult even to establish that He is 
(such) luminosity. Luminosity (or intelligence) is indeed 
known to be that particular thing which is capable of mak- 
ing itself and other things fit tobe realised (by the mind), 
‘The thing which is devoid of attributes does not possess both 
there characteristics, and it certainly has in consequence 
the character of a non-intelligent thing like 2 pot or any 
other similar object. If it be said that, even though it does 
not possess both these characteristics, it is as good as if it 
had them, it is replied that it cannot be #0, Tobe as good 
aw if it had them is indeed nothing other than (for it) to. be 
able to do what they are capable of doing. On admitting 
the possession (by the Brahman) of the quality correspond- 
ing to this capability, the position which maintains the 
attributelessness (of the Brahman) will indeed amount to 
have been given up. Again, if it be urged that, on the autho- 
rity of the scripture, this one particular characteristic 

* quality (of capability) has'to be admitted, then indeed, for 
that same reason, omniscience, omnipotence, the quality of 
being the Lord of all lords, the quality of being the abode 
of all auspicious attributes, the quality of being hostile to 
all that is evil, and all other similar qualities will have to 
be admitted. Again, to possess a capability is the same 
as to be able to produce a particular effect; and: that 
(possession of the capability) has to be definitely determined 
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solely by means of (its) produced effect. When (such) « 
particular produced effect is incapable of being proved, 
then the possession of that capability, which has to be defi- 
nitely determined solely by means of that (effect), becomes 
also incapable of proof. 

Further, according to him who mai (the Bra/- 
‘man to be) an attributeless entity, it isimpossible to prove 
(that the Brajman possesses) the character of being a thing 
At all; for, it has been already 95%pointed out that pereep- 
ion, inference, revelation, and one's own experience deal 
with things which are possessed of attributes, 

‘Therefore, it is conclusively established that that 
Highest Person alone, who is capable of ‘ seeing" and of 
\willing to the effect2*¢-May I become manifold in the form 
of the world which is made up of wonderful intelligent 
‘and non-intelligent things',—that (Highest Person alone) is 
He who has to be enquired into, 


ADHIKARANA, VI. 


Anaudamayadhikaraxa, 


It has thus been pointed out how the Brahman, who 
is to be enquired into, is distinct from the pradhana which 
js (merely) an object to be enjoyed (or endured) by intelli- 
gent beings (i.e.by individual souls), which is non-intelligent 
in its own nature, and which condists of the qualities of 
sattoa (goodnes:), rajas (passion), and famas (darkness). 
Now, it will be declared that the Brahman, who is hostile 
to all that is evil and who is unsurpassed bliss itself, is 
distinct (both) from the subjective self who is pure, and 
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ako (from the subjective sell) who is under the influence 
of karma and is (thus) impure, owing to his being immersed 
in the ocean of varied and endless miseries resulting from 
his association with the prafriti which is made up of the 
three qualities (of saitea, &c.). 


‘Sitra 13. Anandamayobhyasit, 


That which is denoted by the word Anandamaya (is 
the Brahman); because there is, (in the context), * the 
repetition of various grades (of bliss which culminate in 
the Anandamaya or the Highest Bliss). 


Starting (the exposition of) the subject-matter of the 
context in the passage—“This purusha 238 is thus a 
modification of the esvence of food",—[Taitt. Up, 
I. 1, 1), the Taittiriyas recite—m Different from this 
which consists of understanding (or knowledge) is the 
(still) inner Self, the Anandamaya (or That which con- 
sists of Bliss)."  [Zaitt. Uf, 11. 5. 1]. Here the doubt 
ses whether this Anandamaya is the Highest Self, 
who is different from the individual self that is subject to 
bondage and release, and is generally denoted by the wort 
jtva; or whether (the Anandamaya is) that (individual 
self) himself, It is perhaps thought right to hold 959 that 
it is the individual self. Why? Because, in the passage— 
“This itself is the embodied Self of that (which consists 
of understanding or knowledge)."—[ Taitl. Up. ML. 5. 1. — 
it is declared that the Anandamaya is associated with an 
embodiment, Indeed the embodied one is that individual 


352 Thecooteat here is Taue.tp.ll. 59. The Plrvafatihie or the vb- 
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self who is in association with the body. ‘It may how- 
ever be said that the scripture has (here) the aim of show: 
ing what that happiness is which is enjoyed by the 
Brahmax, who is declared to be'the cause of the world; 
and that, (with that object in view), it refers in the 
beginning to what consists of food, &c.; and that, going 
‘on step by step, it finally teaches that that same cause 
of the world is what consists of Bliss. And that which 
is the cause of the world has been stated to be the 
omniscient Lord of all, because it is revealed in the scrip- 
tural sentence—“It saw "—[Ghhand Up, Vi. 
that that (cause) is capable of the activity of ‘seeing’ 
(i. 6 of thinking). True, it has been (so) stated; but that 
(cause of the world) is nothing other than the jaa (or 
the individual self); because, in the passages—“ Entering 
in along with this individual self which is (also) the same 
as Myself, &c."—[Chhand. Up. VI. 3. 2.]; “That thou 
art, © Svetaketu."—[Ghhand. Up. V1. 8. 7.],—that 


which is pointed out to be the canse of the world is 
seen to be grammatically equated with the individual 
self, A. grammatical equation is indeed intended to 
give the teaching of oneness (about the things equated 


therein); as in the instance—“ This is that Deva- 
datta”,—and in other (such instances). And that act of 
creation which is invariably preceded by ‘seeing’ (i.e. by 
thinking) is certainly appropriate to the intelligent indivi- 
dual self (also). Therefore, by means of the passage—“He 
who knows the Brakman attains the Highest.’"—[Zaitt. Up. 
11.1. 1.], that essential nature of the individual self, which 
is (altogether) free from association with the non-intelli- 
gent thing (viz. matter), is taught to be the (final) 
object of attainment. The definition of that essential 
nature, which is free from association with the non- 
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intelligent thing (matter), is said to be this, namely, “The 
Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity.” [Taitt, 
Up. UL. 1. 1]. Indeed final release is nothing other 
than the attainment of this nature (by the individual <elf); 
because—“To him who is and has a body, there is 
no destruction of the pleasing and the unpleasing; the 
pleasing and the unpleasing touch not him who is and has 
VII. 12. 1,]. Hence, that es 
tial nature of the individual self, which is free from igno- 
rance (or avidya) and is referred to in the very beginning (of 
the context under reference),—(that) if taught to be the 
Anandamava (or that which consists of bliss), According- 
ly, with a view to indicate the essential/nature of the indi- 
vidual self, the body accordance with the manner 
of pointing out the moon with the help of (an apparently 
contiguous) branch of a tree, first of all pointed out in the 
statement that the purusha is made up of food—[Taitt. 
Up. Wt. 1.J; and then the five-fold prava existing within 
that (body) and forming its support, then the mind existing 
even in the interior of that (Araya) and then the intellect 
existing within that (mind), are all mentioned, each in its 
particular place, in an order helpful to. ready apprehension, 
—by means of the expressions (that the purusha ix) 
pramamaya (or that which consists of priya), is manomaya 
(orthat which consists of mind), and is vij@dnamaya (or that 
which consists of understanding or knowledge); afterwards, 
the individual self which exists in the interior of all these 
things is taught in the passage— Different (from the vé- 
Ranamayd) is the inner self, the duandamaya.” (Taitt, 
Up. Tl. 5. 1.Jjand then it (ie, the context under reference) 
brings to a close: the series leading to the internal self. 
Consequently, it is definitely determined that what is (here) 
taught is=that the escential nature of the individual self 
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iteelf is that Brahman which is referred to in the very 
beginning of the context in the pasage—“ He who 
Knows the Brakman attains (the Highest),’—[Taitl. Up. 
UL, 1, 1), and that that same (essential nature of the 
individual self) is the anandamaya (or what consists of 
Diiss). It may also be said9¢*that, in accordance with 
the scriptural statement—"The Bralunan is the tail and 
the support.'—[Zaitt. Up. I. 5. 1.],the Brahman is made 
out tobe other than the Anandamaya (or that which consists 
of bliss), But it can not be so(made out), The Brakman Him- 
self who is (here) conceived to have the form ofan embodied 
person (or furusha) is, in harmony with His own peculiar 
nature, represented to be possessed of the head, the 
arm and the tail, Just as, in the scriptural statement 
beginning with—" This is its head"—[Zaitt, Up. 1. 1. 1), 
the body, which is a modification of food and is an organic 
whole made up of constituent parts, is described as possess 
ing the!head, the arm and the tail which are (all) its own 
constituent parts and are not different from itself; «0 
also, the Brakman too, who consists of bliss, isdescribed by 
means of joy, &e., which are {not different from Him- 
self, It being so, on account of His being the seat of joy, 
pleasure, satisfaction and bliss, which are (all) described 
to be (His) constituent parts, the Anandamaya who is an 
indivisible whole isspoken of as “the Braziman who is the 
tailand the support.” Andifanything other than the Ananda- 
maya (or what consists of Bliss) had been the Braiman, 
then it would have also been described to the effect that 
“Different from this, indeed, which consists of Bliss, is the 
(still)inner Self, the Brahman.” And it is not so described. 
The Brakman, who is referred to in 
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the very beginning (of the present context) in the passage— 
“He who knows the Brahman attains the Highest”. 
[Taitt, Up. 11, 1, 1.], is by means of the definition given 
in the pasages®'—“ The Brakman is Existence, Kno\ 
ledge, Infinity " declared to possess such a nature as distin- 
guishes Him from all other things; and then that same 
Brahman is mentioned by the word Atman (or Self) 
in the passage—“From that same Self, indeed, (the 
spatial ether came into existence)”, [Zall, Up. Ul, 
1, 1,]; and then the scriptural passage, which explains 
selfhood to consist in being the innermost (essence) 
of all, gradually passes in review the praxamaya and 
other stich things which, owing toeach of them being more 
and more within, are, one after another, represented to be 
the self of those things which are denoted as the annamaya 
and so on ; and then (lastly) what is pointed out by the 
word Atman (or Self), in the scriptural statement —“Differ~ 
ent (from the »ijfanamaya) is the inner Self, the Ananda- 
maya"—[Taitt. Up. MW. 5. 1.), ismade to have its final 
meaning in (denoting) the Anandamaya (or what consists 
of Bliss). Therefore, by means of (the use of) the word 
Atman (or Self), it is definitely determined that the Bral 
‘man who is referred to in the very beginning (of this 
context) is the Anandamaya (or what consists of Bliss) 
It may again be said as follows :—After stating that 
“the Brahman is the tail and the support’—[Zaitt, Up. 11. 
5. 1], it (viz, the context here) points out, by means of this 
(iloka)-“Whoever knows the Brahman as non-existent, he 
becomes non-existent indeed; whoever knows the Brai- 
man as existent, him, therefore, they know as existing.” 
(Taitt, Up. 1. 6. 1, that the existence and non-existence 
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of the self result (respectively) from the knowledge and the 
ignorance relating to the Brakman, but not from the 
knowledge and the ignorance relating to the anandamaya 
(or what consists of bliss). Further it is not appropriate 
tohaveany doubt in relation to the knowledge of the exist- 
ence and non-existence of such an anandamava as ix 
known all the world over to consist of joy, pleasure, &e. 
‘Therefore this s/oka (mentioned above) is not given in re~ 
ference to the Anandamaya (or what consists of Bliss), 
Accordingly the Brahman is other than the Anandama- 
vet (or what consists of bliss). But it is not (right to 
y) so, Just as, after making the statements—" This is 
the tail and the support’ . 
earth is the tail and the support."—[Taitt, Uf, 11, 2. 1. 
“The Adhareangirases (or the hynms revealed by the Athar- 
vas and Angirases) are the tail and the support.”-—[Zaitt, 
Up. U, 3. 1.), “The mahas (or splendour) is the tail and 
the support.".—{ Taitt, Up. 11. 4. 1.},—the #okas commenc- 
ing with-“All the ereatures,are produced from food (anna) 
[Taitt, Up. Ul. 2. 1.], are all given in their respective 
contexts so as not to denote merely the tail, but so as 
to denote the (whole) body ismade up of food, &c.; 80 
also, here too, this s/oka which says—“ He becomes non- 
existent indeed, &c."—relates to the Anandamaya, but does 
not relate to the tail which is different from the Ananda- 
maya, Even when the Anandamaya is itself taken to be 
the Brahman, itis certainly appropriate to have the doubt 
regarding the existence and non-existence of that bliss 
which is (in itself) undefinable but is (merely) described as 
consisting of joy, pleasure, &c. The unknowability of that 
Brahman also who is spoken of as the tail is altogether 
due to (His) consisting of undefinable bliss, If it be 
said that the Anandamaya is not the Brahman, because 
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the Brakman does not possess the head and other such 
constituent parts; it is replied that the tail also cannot, 
be the Brakman, because the Brahman does not 
possess the nature of being a tail, and (does not also 
posses) the nature of being a support. It may (here) 
be said, however, that the expression—‘the tail and the 
support’ is @ merely indicatory description of the Brah- 
‘man, in-ax much as He forms the basis of that thing which 
is illusorily caused by ignorance (or avidya). Then, 
indeed, to possess joy as the head, and other things as 
other parts (of the body) will (also) form an indicatory 
description of that Brakman who is different from pain and 
consists of bliss. ‘The result is this :—In the passage—“The 
Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinity.’—[ Zaitt. Up. 
Il. 1. t.], He is declared to be different from all things 
which are other than Himself, which are subject to modi- 
fication, and which are non-intelligent and definable ;_and 
the statement that He is Anandamaya teaches that He is 
different (also) from pain. And for this reason the affix 
mayat found in (the word) Anandamaya, which relates to 
the Brahman who is indivisible and wholly consists of 
uniform bliss, has to be understood to denote the «ime thing 
asthe word to which it is affixed (viz. the word Ananda), in 
the same way in which (that affix has to be understood) in 
the word pranamaya, The individual self, who is. differen- 
tiated into the varied and wonderful divisions manufactured 
by ignorance (or avidya) and consisting of gods and other 
sauch (embodied) beings—has such an essential nature as is 
indivisible and homogeneous and forms the only seat of 
pleasure ; and he is accordingly called Anandamaya (or 
that which consists of bliss). Consequently this Ananda 
maya is the subjective self, 
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Tfitbe so argued, we sey in reply—“That which 
is denoted by the word Anandamaya (isthe Brahman), be- 
cause there is, (in the context), the repetition (of various 
grades of bliss which culminate in the Anandamaya or the 
Highest Bliss).” [Ved. Sat. 1. The Anandamava 
(or That which consists of Bliss) is the Highest Self, 
Why ? Because there isa (graded) repetition (of bliss). 
In the passage beginning with —“Now this is an. in- 
vestigation into bliss."—[Zaitt, Up. 1.8. 1.] and ending 
with—" From Whom speech retums, &e."—[Taill. Up. 
IL, 9, 1.],—bliss és continuously repeated, in an order in 
which each succeeding (bliss) is a hundredfold of the bliss 
(preceding it), +0 as to reach that (bliss) which forms the 
summit of an unsurpassable condition, This (last bliss) 
is not possible to the individual self who is capable of en- 
joying (only) a small and limited amount of pleasure which 
is mixed with endless miseries; and it (viz. this bliss), in 
consequence, denotes, as forming its abode, the Highest 
Self Himself who is hostile to all that is evil, who ix 
the only seat of all auspicious qualities and is quite distinct 
ftom all other things (than Himself). Accordingly, the 
following passage says—“Different from this which consists 
of understanding (or the 2ujaanamaya) is the (still) inner Self, 
the Anandamaya (or That which consists of Bliss).” 
[Taitt. Up. AL. 5. 1.) The vijanamaya (or that which 
consists of understanding or knowledge) is, indeed, the 
individual self, and not merely the intellect ; because, by 
means of the affix mayat, a distinction is implied (between 
vjhana and vianamaya). But, in the case of the word 
prantmaya, it is accepted as a matter of necessity that that 
(affix mayaf) imports the same thing (as the word prana to 
which it is affixed). Here (in vijaanamaya) however, in 
asmuch as it is possible for the individual self to possess 
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it ( e vijeana, or understanding), it is not right to 
make that (affix maya) meaningles. We have al- 
ready mentioned that the individual self, in the bound and 
released conditions, is nothing other than the knower. And 
it will be stated presently¢#how, in the case of the (word) 
pravamaya and others, the affix mayat is capable of being 
(ally) significant. It may be asked, how, if such be 
the case, the use of the word oijndna itself (to denote the 
individual self) is appropriate in the Soka which, beginning 
‘with—“"The vijnana performs the sacrifice.” —[ Taitt, Up. 1, 
5. 1.], telates to the vijAanamaya (or that which consists 
of understanding), It is nothing wrong to speak of viitana 
(orunderstanding) as constituting the exential nature of the 
individual self who is none other than the knower; because 
he possesses self-luminosity, and because also the essential 
nature of the knower (too) has to be described only by 
‘means of (his) knowledge, Indeed those words, which denote 
such attributes as are descriptive of the essential nature of 
things, import, by means of (those same) attributes, the 
essential nature also of that thing which is the, possessor of 
those attributes ; like ox and other words (which by means 
of the general attributes they denote import also the ewen- 
tial nature of the thing to which they belong). Or, in 
accordance with the (grammatical) aphorism—“ The krutya 
affix 68 dyut has more than one significance."—[Pauini, 
111, 3. 113,),it has to be accepted that, (in the case of the root 
Jna, to know, associated with the suffix vi), the aflix dyuf 
denotes the agent. Or, accepting that it (viz, the root ja 
to know) belongs to the group of roots commencing 
with and (to please), the affix Jyur has to be understood, 
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(in the ease of the root jua to know), to denote the agent, 
in accordance with the (grammatical) aphorism, which begins 
with (the group of roots commencing with) nand, (to 
please), and (the group of roots commencing with) gral, (to 
seize), and which prescribes (the affixes) Jyur, &c., (to those 
respective groups of roots). (Pauini, 11. 1. 134.] 
And it is for this very reason that it is declared in the 
scriptural passage—“The viptana performs the sacrifice, 
and it also performs the Aarmas.” [Taitt, Up. Ul 5. 1.])— 
that the vimana possesses the quality of being the agent in 
performing sacrifices, &c, Indeed it is not possible for the 
mete intellect to possess the quality of being an agent, 
As a matter of fact, in relation to what is made up of 
food (i, ¢ the annamaya), as also in relation to other 
(similar) things which are all non-intelligent, which are 
all serviceable to intelligent beings, and which are all 
mentioned before the wiRanamaya (is mentioned in the 
context), there is no declaration of that quality of agent~ 
ship which forms (exclusively) the attribute of intelligent 
beings, For the same reason, the scriptural passage— 
"(He i.e, the Supreme Person became) the intelligent 
thing and the non-intelligent thing.’—[Taitt. Up. U1. 6. 1.) 

separately points out the intelligent thing (or the ins 
dividual self) and the non-intelligent thing (or matter) 
by means of their characteristic peculiarities of haying @ 
home and of being homeless (respectively); and accord. 
ingly this (passage) indicates by means of the word 
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vijaana (i.e, knowledge or understanding) the intelligent 
being who possesses that (vjitdna) as his characteristic 
quality, Accordingly, in the Brahmana 3¢* which relates 
to Him who is the Intemal Ruler of all, the Madh- 
yandinas—who meution the alternative passage which 
is to the effect—“He who, dwelling in the self, &,” 
—[Madh. Brik, Up W1, 7. 22,}, in the place of that 
passage which is stated in other words, in the recension of 
the Kinvas to the effect who, dwelling in know- 
ledge (or understanding), &e.'—[Kae, Brik, Up. 1. 7. 
22,],—make it clear that what is denoted by the word 
vuyitina (or understanding), as contained in the recension of 
the Kanvas, is (nothing other than) the individual self, 
‘The neuter gender used in the case of the word vjinena 
denotes that it is intended to point it out ax a thing, 
‘Therefore the Anandamaya (or That which consists of Bliss) 
is accordingly different from the individual self consisting 
of intelligence, and is the Highest Self who exists within 
that (individual self), Although, in the #oka—“ The 
vitana performs the sacrifice, &e."—[Taitt, Up. 1. 5. 1.), 
mere knowledge alone is mentioned but not the knower ; 
nevertheless, by means of the statement—“ Different (ftom 
the manomaya) is this inner self, the vjaanamaya (or that 
which consists of knowledge).”—[Taitt. Up. I. 4, 1J)—it 
ix the knower himself who possesses that (0ijaana or 
knowledge) that is taught (to be the individwal self), For 
example, although merely the food is mentioned, in the 
following #/oka, namely,—“All creatures are produced from 
food, &e,”—[Taitt. Up. 11.2.1]; nevertheless, in this (other) 
passage, namely,—“This same embodied person (/urusia) 
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is thus what is made up of the essence of food.’ —[Tait 
Up. 1.1. 1,], it is not merely the food that is pointed 
out; but, on the other hand, (what is pointed out) is 
that which is made up of that (food), that is, what is a 
modification thereof, Bearing all this in mind, the Sa/va- 
ara himself says (almost) immediately afterwards, (that 
the Anandamaya is different from the individual self)— 
“Because (also), there is, (in the context), the declaration 
of difference (between the individual self and the Bral- 
mani." (Ved. Sit, 1. 1.18,]. 

It has been stated (by the Parvapakshin) to the effect 
that what forms the cause of the world is also none other 
than what posseses the essential nature of the individual 
self, on the ground that He who is mentioned to be the 
cause of the world is (again) pointed out by being grammat- 
tically equated with the individual self in the scriptural 
passages—“ Entering along with this individual self which 
is (also) the same as Myself, &c.’—[Qhhand. Up. VI. 3.2.], 
and—“That thou art”—{Ghhand. Up. V1.8. 7,]; and (it 
has alko been stated) that, bearing this in mind, that 
essential nature of the individual self itself, which, at 
starting, is referred to in the passage—‘He who knows 
the Brahman attains the Highest.’"—[Taitt, Up. IL. 1.1.), 
is taught to be the Anandamaya (or that which consists 
of bliss) owing to its being distinct from pain, This 
is not right; because, although the individual self 
possesces the nature of an intelligent being, it is not possi= 
ble for it to be associated with that varied and wonderful 
act of creation which is invariably preceded by his own 
volition (as forming the cause thereof), in accordance with 
the pasage—“It thought—‘May I become manifold 
and be born’: It created tejes." [Gphand. Up. VI. 2. 3.]. 
Under the aphorisms—“ Except in the matter of the actiy~ 
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ity relating to (the creation, &c., of) the world”—[ Ved. 
‘Sil, 1V. 4. 17-],—and—“ And on account of the character- 
istic of equality (between the individual self and the 
Supreme Seli) being solely confined to (the item of) enjoy- 
ment"—[ Ved. Sat. 1V. 4, 21.],—it will be established that, 
even when he (the individual self) isin the pure and free 
condition (of release), he cannot have the activity relating 
to (the creation, &c., of) the world. If it be asked, how, 
when the Brahman who is the cause of the. world, is not 
admitted to possess the same essential nature as the indi- 
vidual self, the grammatical equation in the statements— 
“(Entering along) with this individual self which is (also) 
the sume as Myself" —[Ghhand. Up. VI. 
“That thou art.'—[Chhand. Up. V1.8 7.) 

iate ; it isasked in reply, how the Brahman— 
who is devoid of even the smallest taint of all that is evil, 
who wills the truth, who is ommiscient and omnipotent, 
who possesses the whole collection of innumerable auspi- 
cious qualities unsurpassed in excellence, and who is the 
cause of all things,—-can acquire that essential nature of the 
individual self which is full of thinking and blinking, and 
(full) of all other similar activities resulting from the Aarma 
Which is the abode of endless and varied miseries, Ifit be 
said that it (vir, the grammatical equation) becomes appro- 
priate when either of the two (equated things) is taken to be 
false, itis asked—Pray, to which (does that falsity belong)? 
Does it belong to that (individual self) which is associated 
with evil, or to that (Supreme Self) the essential nature 
whereof is hostile to evil and forms the only abode of all 
auspicious qualities? If it be said that the Braman, who is 
hostile to evil and forms the only abode of auspicious qua- 
lities, constitutes the basis of the beginningless ignorance 
(or avidya), and thus appears falsely to be associated with 
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evil, and that this (apparent association with evil) is false 
in nature; then it amounts to making a self-contradictory: 
statement to the effect that the Brahman is hostile to evil 
and forms the only abode of auspicious (qualities, and be- 
comes, (at the same time), owing to His forming the basis 
of the beginningless ignorance (or avidya) the abode of 
such false appearances as give rise to endless miseries, 
Indeed to be associated with evil is nothing other than 
to be the basis of ignorance (or avidya), and to be also the 
abode of such false appearances as lead to the miseries 
resulting from that (avidya). To be associated with them 
(viz. with avidva or ignorance and its effects) and to be 
hostile to them are certainly contradictory of each other. 
Inapite of this being so, do not say that there is no contra- 
diction, for the reason that that (association with avidyyt 
or ignorance and its results) is of a false nature, Whatever 
ix of a false nature,—that certainly constitutes a wrong aim 
of life; and you yourself say that (the study of) the whole 
of the Vedanta is commenced for the destruction of that 
(wrong aim). And the association, with such a wrong aim 
of life as deserves to be set at naught, is undoubtedly: 
contradicted by that nature (of the Brakman)which ishostile 
to evil and forms the only abode of (all) auspicious qualities, 
It may be said—What shall we do? The proposition that, by 
knowing one thing, all things become known has been en- 
unciated in the passage—"(Did you ask for that teaching) 
by which what is mot heard becomes heard 2" [Cihand, 

1.3.5 and then, in the passage beginning with— 
““Baistence alone, my dear child this was in the beginning” 
—[Chhand. Up.V1.2. 1], ithhas been declared that the Brai- 
man is the only cause of all the worlds ; and in the passage 
—It thought—‘May I become manifold ?"—[Chhand. 
Up. V1. 2. 3.], (it has been declared) that He possesses 
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the quality of willing the truth ; and afterwards, by means 
of the grammatical equation, contained in the passage— 
“That thou art’—{Chkand. Up. VI. 8. 7], it has been pres 
dicated in relation to that same Brahman that ‘That’ iv 
one with the individual self who is the abode of endless mise~ 
ries: and now, because this (oneness) isincapable of being 
otherwise explained, it has to be assumed that the Brale 
‘man Himvelf is the basis of ignorance (or avidya) and of 
other such things. If it be so said, it is replied that what 
is inappropriate and opposed to reason should not be assum. 
ed even for the purpose of making the scripture appro- 
priate, ‘Them again it may be said that (His) association 
with evil is indeed a reality, but (His) possessing the char- 
acter of being the only abode of (all) auspicious qualities 
is of the nature of an unreality. ‘Then this éaséra, which 
thas been promulgated with the object of saving such intel- 
ligent beings (or individual souls) as are tormented by the 
threes®e miseries, saves them well enough indeed by 
teaching them that, in relation to Him (viz.the Brahman), 
the torment of the three miseries is alone real while (His) 
character of pure and unmixed auspiciousness is super- 
imposed by illusion t! And again with the desire of 
avoiding this erroneous conclusion it may be suid, re~ 
garding the Brahman,—that His possessing the character 
of the individual self and of one who is misery-stricken, 
&e., which are all different from His esential nature of 
pure and attributeless Intelligence, must be assumed to be 
false ; and that similarly His possessing the quality of 
willing the truth, His being the abode of auspicious qua- 
lities, His being the cause of the world, and His other such 
qualities also (have all to be assumed to be false). If you 
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say so, how wonderful must be your skill. in thinking out 
the meanings of sentences! The proposition that, by 
knowing one thing, all things become known, cannot at all 
hold good, when all things are taken to be unreal, in 
as much as all the things that have to be known will then 
be non-existent, If, in the way in which the knowledge 
in relation to the one thing is real, the knowledge relating 
to all things also is equally real and is included in that 
(knowledge relating to that one thing),—then indeed, it is 
possible to say that, by knowing that (one thing), all 
things become known, As a matter of fact, by knowing. 
the really existent mother-of-pearl, the silver that is super- 
imposed upon that (mother-of-pearl) and is unreal does 
not become known. It may be again said that the mean- 
ing of the proposition that, by knowing one thing, all 
thingsbecome known is this :—that thing which is attri- 
buteless is alone real and all else is unreal, ‘Then 
surely it would not have been declared in the scripture 
thus :—“ (Did you ask for that teaching)-by which what 
is not heard becomes heard, what is not thought be- 
comes thought, what is not known becomes known ?"381 
[Cahand. Up. VI. 1. 3.]. The meaning of this passage 
is indeed this :—when that one thing is heard, all that 
which was unheard becomes also heard, If the real ex- 
istence of that one thing alone, which is attributeless 
and is defined to be the cause of the world, had been en- 
unciated in the proposition, then the illustrative example 
riven to the effect—“ Just as, my dear child, by one 
lump of clay, all that is made of clay becomes known "— 
(Cihand. Up. V1. 1. 43—would also have been found to 
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be inappropriate. Indeed what is illustrated (here) is 
that, by knowing the lump of clay, all the modifications of 
that (clay) become known. It may be said that here (.¢. 
in this illustration) the unreality of the modifications is 
also implied, But then the unreality of these modi- 
fications of clay could not have been such a conclusive: 
ly proved thing to the pupils¢s (Syetaketu), as the 
{illucorily perceived) snake in the rope and other (such 
falsely perceived) objects (would have been). According 
ly, to illustrate the import of the proposition enunciated, 
it could not have been -appropriate to introduce,as if they 
had been well known, the examples beginning with: 
“Just as, my dear child, &e.’—[Cahand, Up. VI. 1, 4. 
5& 6.) 
Moreover it cannot be said that, previous to the gene 
sis of the knowledge produced by the scriptural passage— 
“That thou art.’—[Chhand, Up. VI. 8. 7.)—and by. other 
similar passages, we have any such criterion of truth, either 
with or without the support of logic,as gives rise to the know- 
ledge of that unreality which is associated with all modifica- 
tions. ‘This subject will be dealt with under the aphorism 
The world) is not different from that (Brahman), be- 
cause (it is somade out) from the (group of) passages having 
the word ‘beginning’ at their commencement.” [Ved. Sit, 
Il, 1. 15. Accordingly there are the following and other 
similar passages:—"Existence alone, my dear child, this was 
36%. Literally, one whois desirous all that fe made of gold {2 known 
of ‘hearing’ #. ¢. of learning. and just as, by knowing one pair of 
369. Those are three illustrations (iron) mail-scissors, all that is: made 
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in the beginning, one only, without a second."—[Ghhand. 
UpNI 21]; “It thought— May I become manifold 
and be born, It created tejas.'—[2hhdnd. Up. V 
3]; “Indeed, entering these three deities along with 
this individual self which is (also) the sume as Myself, T 
evolve the differentiations of name and form."—[Cihand, 
Up. V1. 3. 2]; “All these things which are bom, my dear 
one, hve their origin in the Sa/ (i.c. in the One Existence), 
have theirabode in the Sat, and are established in the Sat.” 
—[Chhand. Up, V1.8. 4 & 6); “Allthishas That for its 
Self.'—[Chhand, Up. V1.8. 7.]. And by means of these, 
innumerable characteristic attributes (in relation to the 
Brahman),—such as are capable of being made out solely 
by means of the saséras,—are predicated ; and (those predi- 
cations) are the following and others :—Thiis world has the 
Sat (or the Brahman) for its Self ; before the time of crea- 
tion itis destitute of the differentiation of names and forms; 
in the matter of creating the world the Brakman, who 
isdenoted by the word Sat (or Existence), does not stand 
in need of any cause other than Himself; He is at the 
time of creation possessed of that characteristic volition 
which is peculiar to none other than Himself and. is to the 
effect—*I will myself become manifold in the form of 
endless immovable and movable things” ; in accordance 
‘with His volition, creation is characterised by a peculiarly 
well defined arrangement of endless and wonderful entities; 
the differentiation of endless names and forms results from 
the entrance of the individual self, which has (the Brai- 
man) Himself for its Self, into all the non-intelligent 
things; and all things other than (the Brakman) Himself 
have Himself for their basis, have Him-elf for their abode, 
are capable of activity through Himself, live by none other 
than Himself, and areestablished in Himself. In other con- 
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texts also such qualities as are all incapable of being made 
out by all other means of proof (than the sasiras) are in a 
thowand ways declared to be found in association with 
Him ; and they are, among others, the quality of being de- 
void of all that is evil so as to be wholly free from sin and of 
such other evil things, the quality of omniscience, the quali 
ty of being the Lord of all, the quality of desiring the truth 
and the quality of willing the truth, the quality of possess- 
ing that unsurpassed bliss which forms the cause of the bliss 
that belongs to all (others). (In the passage ‘That thou 
art'), the word ‘That’ points out the Brakman, who forms 
the subject of the context and is characterised by endless 
attributes, which are (all), in this manner, not within the 
province of any other means of proof (than the scripture); 
‘and to say that that (word) is intended to teach only that 
thing which is devoid of attributes is to talk incoberently 
like a mad man ; because it is (so very) inappropriate (to 
say 40), And the word ‘ thou’ denotes the individual «elf 
who is associated with the condition of being in samsara 
(or the circuit of mundane existence). If this (word) also 
e intended to denote that (thing) the essential nature of 
which is free from all attributes, then its own real significa 
tion would have to be given up. Moreover it has been 
already2¢® pointed out that concealment by ignorance (or 
avidya) is indeed not possible in relation to that thing 
which is, by nature, attributeless and luminous; the 
reason is that, (if it were possible), it would lead to the 
destruction of the essential nature (of that thing) itself and 
to other such (inconsistencies). Again in such a ease, in re~ 
gard to both the words ‘That’ and ‘thou’ which are found 
in the grammatical equation (‘That thou art)’, their main 
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and natural significance has to be given up, and in conse- 
quence a figurative significance (in relation to both of 
them) has necessarily to be accepted. 

Further, it may be said thus :—The (words) which are 
found in a grammatical equation are uot at all capable of 
importing (any) thing which has the character of a special 
attribute, because they are all intended to denote only 
one thing, And solely from this there results the negation 
of attributes which gives rise to the denotation of the one~ 
ness of the thing itself, ‘Therefore there is'no room for 
any figurative interpretation (here). For example, in the 
instance—“ The lily is blue”—the two words ( d/ue and 
lily) are intended to point out the oneness of that thing 
which is characterised (by what they denote); and there- 
fore the quality of being a lity and (the quality) of being 
blue are not both meant to be spoken of (here), If they 
were (so) meant to be spoken of, then, indeed, there would. 
result the denotation of the oneness of that form which is 
characterised by the quality of being a lily, with that 
(other) form which is characterised by the quality of being 
blue, But this cannot be, Indeed that (one) thing (which 
is imported by the grammatical equation) is not character 
ised by (what is signified by) the word ily, which is (t+ 
self) in the fonn of what is characterised by blueness ; be- 
cause there would (otherwise) be room for the relax 
tion of reciprocal inherence? "between a class and a qualit 
‘Therefore what is denoted by the grammatical equation 
(here) is merely the oneness of that thing which is (at 
once) characterised by the quality of being blue and the 
quality of being a lily. For example, in the instance, — 
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“This is that Devadatta’—it is not possible for the gramma- 
tical equation to denote that a person, who was in associa 
tion with a past time and a far off place, i< existing in that 
wery same condition in association with a near place 
and the present time ; accordingly, what is denoted by the 
grammatical equation (here) is merely the oneness of that 
essential nature (of the person) which is charncterised by 
(its) association with both (those) times and both (those) 
places. Although that quality, which is made out at the 
time of hearing a single word such ae ‘blue’ or any other, 
iy not, on account of contradiction, denoted (by that 
Word) at the time when it is grammatically equated (with 
any other word or words); nevertheless, as it denotes a 
‘main part of the thing which is intended to be denoted (by 
the grammatical equation), there is no figurative signiti- 
cance (in relation to it). On the other hand there is 
merely a desite not to mention (any) thing which constitu. 
tes a quality (of that one thing which forms the import of 
the equation). ‘This indeed is the nature of a gramma- 
tical equation in all cases. ‘Therefore there is nothing 
wrong (here). 

This aforesaid (argument) is of no value, Indeed in 
all-sentences what is to be understood is merely thove 
particular relations which are found between the things 
imported by the words (in those sentences), and which 
have arisen in accordance with the proper process of mak- 
ing out the meanings of words, Even when they are used 
in a grammatical equation, words like ‘ blue’, &c,, denote 
the thing which is characterised by blueness, &c,, as est 
lished in accordance with the proper process of making 
out the meanings of words ; and (they denote that thing) 
in its relation with the (other) things denoted by the 
‘other words (therein). For instance, when it ix said— 
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‘Bring the blue lily,—what is brought is a thing which 
is characterised by blueness, &e, Again, when it is said— 
“A herd of elephants, which is excited with ruttishness 
(madamudita), exists in the Vindhya forest (or Vindh- 
yatawi),’—what is pointed out is only that thing which 
is characterised by the attributes denoted by the two 
words (madamudita and Vindhyajavi). In the same man- 
ner, in Vedantic passages also wherein grammatical equa- 
tions are mentioned, what is to be understood is that 
Brahman who is undoubtedly characterised by all (those) 
particular attributes (which are denoted by the various 
words in those grammatical equations). Moreover, 
when it is desired to mention an attribute (as qualifying 
‘a thing), it is not that a thing, which has a form already 
characterised by some attributes, is (again) to be character- 
ised by some (other) attributes; but, on the other hand, 
the essential nature (of that one thing itself) is to be 
characterised by all the attributes, —Accordingly—4 A 
grammatical equation (between words) means that words 
having a variety of significations are wed so as to 
import only one thing.”*** The function of a gram- 
matical equation is to predicate, (in relation to a thing), 
either aflirmatively or negatively, by means of certain 
words that that same thing which has already a particular 
form denoted by some words is also possessed of a cer 
tain other form: as, in the instance—" Devadatta is 
brown, youthful, and red-eyed, without mental weakness, 
without money, and without fault.” And where, by 
the words of a grammatical equation, any two attributes 
fare mentioned which are not capable of being consistently 
applied to one and the same thing, even there it has 
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necessarily to be accepted that (only) one of the two 
words (signilying thove attributes) can not have its main 
and natural signiticance, but not both of them; as in the 
instance,—“The man of the Valzka country iy w gosts 
(orabrute).’ In the instance—‘ The lily is blue'—and 
in others like it, there is no contradiction of the co-exist 
ence of two attributes (in one and the same thing); and 
hence what is denoted (there) is only one thing as charac- 
terised by two attributes. 

Again you may hold as follows: ~ What is pointed out 
ay being correlated to (any) one particular attribute is 
distinct in nature from what is correlated to some other 
attribute, Accordingly, even though (the words in a gram- 
matical equation) are found in the same grammatical case, 
possible for them to import oneness (in 
regard to the thing they denote), as (it is not possible) in 
the case, for instance, of (the words) fol and cloth, There- 
fore (the words in a grammatical equation) are not capable 
of denoting (only) one thing a+ characterised by many 
attributes. On the other hand, it is the essential nature 
(of certain thing) that is first explained by means of the 
Attributes (denoted by the words in the grammatical equae 
tion); and it is subsequently (to this) that they (via, those 
words) become capable of denoting the oneness of that 
(thing). 

Tt may be so, provided (only) that the mere correla 
tion (of a thing) to two attributes is opposed to the one- 
tress (of that thing). ‘This, however, is not seen to be the 
case, Indeed, what stands in the way of the oneness (of 
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4 thing) is only the association (of that thing) with two sich 
attributes, as are not capable of meeting together in ond 
nd the same thing that is to be characterised by (those) 
attributes. And (such) incapability (of meeting together 
in one «ind the sime thing) is, in the case of the cliaracter- 
istics Of the pot and those of the cloth, established by 
otlier meins of proof. But, in the instance—'The lily ix 
thie'—and in others like it, no such contradiction is pér~ 
ceived ; in the same way in which no contradiction is 
Perceived in the case where the attribute of owning a stick 
and the attribute of wearing an ear-ring (are both fond in 
association with one and the sume person), and also in the 
case where the attribute of having a form, the atttibute of 
having a taste, the attribute of possessing a stnell, &c., 
(are found in association with one and the sarne thing), It 
is not merely that thiere is no (stich) contradiction whateo 
ever : but the association (of a thing) with two atteibutes 
(denoted by tivo words in a grammatical equation) certain 
ly proves (also) that a grammatical equation has the power 
of importing a single thing through the differericé in the 
significations (of the words tised therein),  Othierivise, 
there would be no reason to tise more than one word to 
indicate merely the oneness of the essential nature (of a 
thitig); and thus thiere would be no grammatical equation 
at all, If, irrespective of their own relation (to themselves 
and to the thing they qualify), the attributes (denoted by 
the words in & grammatical eqitition) be taken to detiote 
‘only the accidental characteristic of the essential natire 
(of that thing),—then, that thing would be sufliciently well 
marked out by only one (such accidental attribute); and, 
in consequence, all other accidental attributes Would cer 
tainly become meaningless. If another form, characterised 
by (these) other accidental attributes, be admitted (in #éla- 
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tion to the exsential nature of that thing), then, there 
would be room for saying that it (i... that essential nature) 
ix a qualified thing. Again in the instance—'This is that 
Devadatta’, there ix not even the slightest room for (any) 
figurative (or secondary) interpretation ; because there is 
no contradiction (to be thereby got over), in as much as 
that thing, which at a past time was in association with a 
particular far off place, may, without any contradiction, 
exist at.the present time in association with a near place, 
Indeed it is by means of this very reason that those who 
maintain™4 the perdurability of external objects. prove 
through the recognitive cognition—‘ This is that person’, 
that a,thing which has been in association with two differ 
ent periods (or points) of time is (really) one and the same, 
Otherwise, there would be a contradiction between the 
(same) perceptions (belonging to different times), and all 
things. would in consequence acquire the character of be- 
ing transient in existence. And the contradiction result- 
ing from. the association (of one and the same thing) with 
tayo different places is, however, invalidated by the differ- 
ence in time, 

For whatever reason the words used ina grammatical 
equation possess the power of denoting a single thing 
which is characterised by many attributes,—for that very 
saine.reason, the exchange (in return for the soma) of the 
heifer, which is one year old and is characterised by 
stedness, &c., is enjoined as the thing that has. to be done 
under the commandment —With the red, tawney-eyed hei- 
Jer, one year old, let him purchase the soma plant.” - (Tait, 
Samh, N11, 6, 7). And itis accordingly stated th 
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“Because the substance (heifer) and the quality: (redness) 
are associated with one and the same action (of buying in 
the above passage), there is the binding rule that they shall 
together denote one and the same thing.” (Par. Mim, II 
1.12], ‘The ervafakshin (or the objector) here is of 
the following opinion:—No doubt, the word ‘red’ denotes 
the quality of redness which is contained in substances, for 
the reason that quality also, like genus (or ja) possesses 


the singular character of being a mode of substances, 
Nevertheless, in relation to the redness (here), there is no 


rule compelling its invariable association with the one year 
old heifer; because itis not posible, (in one commandment), 
to enjoin two things to the effect— Let him purchase 
with the one year old heifer, and Jet that (purchase) be 
made in exchange for a red one.” And for this reason, the 
sentence is to be broken up where the word arunaya (i.e. 
rat) occurs, +0 ax surely to denote without distinction that 
redness which is contained in all the things mentioned in 
the contest as necessary (for the stctifice). The use of 
the feminine gender in connection with the word ‘red’ 
is intended to denote (in a general way all) the things 
which are mentioned as necessary in the context and 
which are of all genders, ‘Therefore, in relation to the 
redness (here), there is no rule compelling its invariable 
association with the one year old heifer. In reply 
to this it is stated as follows :—" Because the substance 
(heifer) and the quality (redness) are associated with 
‘one and the same action (of buying), there is the bind- 
ing rule that they shall together denote one and the 
same thing.” [Pér, Mim, Ul. 1, 12]. By means of the 
grammatical equation (in the passage above quoted), the 
words aruxava and ckahayanya, which (respectively) de- 
ypote the thing that is characterised by redness and the 
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thing that is only one year old, are made out to import 
one and the sune thing; and this being the case, the thing 
heifer which is one year old and the quality of redness 
are (both) declared by that very word arunayé to be relat 
ed to each other in the form of the qualified and the qua- 
lifier ; and there is nothing opposed to reason in their be- 
ing (thus) associated together in relation to one aud the 
same action of buying; consequently, it is unavoidably 
necessary for redness to be associated with the one year 
old heifer which forms the means for the purchase (of the 
soma plant). If, like the association of the act of buying 
with the one year old heifer, the association of redness 
also (with it) is to be definitely made out by means of the 
(mandatory) sentence itself, then the (one) sentence will 
have to be construed as having two meanings. But this is 
not found tobe the case. By means of the word ‘red’ 
(arnmaya) itself, the thing which is characterised by red- 
ness is expressed ; what is made out by its being gramma- 
tically equated with the word ckahayanyd (i,¢, the one 
year old heifer) is merely the fact that that thing is the 
one year old heifer; and its association with this quality 
is not (what is so made out). Indeed, a grammatical equa- 
tion imports nothing other than the oneness of that thing, 
which is characterised by (many) attributes, The defi- 
nition of a grammatical equation is stely as. follows 
-* A. grammatical equations" (between words) means 
that words having a variety of significations are used 
40 as to import only one thing.” It is certainly thus 
that the statement—‘The cloth is red ’—and other such 
statements constitute (each) a single sentence owing to 
(the words in them) importing only one thing. Indeed 
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(here) the function of this sentence consists in (denot- 
ing) the association of the -cloth with the predication 
expressed by the verb ‘tobe’, But its association with 
the red colour is exprewed merely by the word red, What 
is definitely made out by the grammatical equation is only: 
this much,—that the cloth is that substance which is asso- 
ciated with the red colour, ‘Thus it ix nothing wrong to say 
—that, (in any particular sentence forming a grammatical 
equation), a thing which is characterised by one attribute, 
or two attributes, or many attributes is denoted by certain 
particular words used in agreement cither with the 
Aaraka case-allixes*™® or with the nominative casc-allix ; 
and that it is made out by means of the grammatical 
equation that the thing so characterised by all'the attri- 
butes is only one; and that this one thing is associated with 
the action denoted by the verb (forming the predicate of 
the sentence), (Yo illustrate this) there are the following 
instances:—" Devadatta is brown, youthful, red-eyed, 
possesses a stick, and wears an ear-ring”-= Let him 
make the curtain by means of the white cloth" —“ Bring 
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the lily which is biue"— Bring the blue lily 
“Bring the cow which is white and which posesses beauti- 
ful eyes "—“ Let him offer the sacrificial cake of rice (puro- 
dasa) in eight clay cups to Agni who shows the way,” 
[Zaitt. Samh, U. 2, 2. 1,].8* And the same is the case 
with the scriptural passage—* With the red, tawney-eyed 
heifer, one year old, let him purchase the soma plant,” 
[Taitt, Samh, VI. x. 6.7.] What is said is this :—Just 
fas, when it is said—“Let him cook the rice ina vessel by 
means of fire-sticks,"—one single action denoted by the 
verb is made out to be simultaneously associated with 
Aifferent words which are in more than one Aéraka case,— 
50 also, at the very time when any particular Aaraka 
relation is made out (in a grimmatical equation), every 
such Aaraka relation as is mentioned in the group of 
words forming the grammatical equation is perceived to be 
characterised by many attributes at once : and thus it is 
that each (such relation) agrees with the verb. In this 
there is nothing opposed to reason, and there are the follow~ 
ing and other similar instances (to show it):—“Let the 
clever cook cook the food prepared with milk, in a proper- 
sized vessel, by means of dry fire-sticks got out of the 
Ahadiva tree (Acacia Catecln). 

What has been (by implication) stated to the effect 
that.a word, which denotes a quality and is used in a sen- 
tence in which a substance has been already mentioned, 
denotes merely a quality, and that therefore the word ‘red’ 
(arupaya) in the sentence (given above) denotes nothing 
other than a mere quality,—that is not appropriate; because 
it isnot anywhere seen, either in popular usage or in 
the Veitas, that a word, which denotes a quality and is 
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grammatically equated with (another) word denoting a 
substance, imports merely 2 quality. It is even wrong 
to say that a word, which denotes a-quality and exists in 
‘sentence in which a substance has been already mentioned, 
denotes merely a quality ; because, in the instance—“The 
cloth is white”—and in others like it, although a substance 
ix made mention of, what is denoted (by the sentence) is 
nothing other than. substance which is characterised by a 
quality. In the following instance, namely, “The white 
belonging to the cloth”,9F# the non-apprehension of the 
cloth which is characterised by whiteness is due to the 
‘mention of the words in dissimilar grammatical cases; but is 
not at all due to a substance haying been already nen- 
tioned (in the sentence). Adopting that same instance, 
we may speak of—‘The white part belonging to the cloth’, 

‘or some stich thing. In this ease, the words (suk/a i, 6, 
white and bhaga i.e. parl) are (both) used in the same 
grammatical ease, and what is therefore apprehended is a 
substance which is characterised by whiteness, 

What has been further stated to the effect that, sinoe 
the purchase (of the soma plant) is completely concluded 
with the exchange of the one year old heifer, (its) redness 
has no necessary relation whatsoever to this transaction of 
purchase,—that also is inappropriate ; because a word,— 
which denotes a quality (such as redness) and is found in 
‘a grammatical equation along with any other word denot- 
ing a substance that is not characterised by any quality op 
posed (to the quality already referred to),—expresses that 
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quality as abiding in that (substance) ; and hence’ there is 
nothing wrong in such a quality being associated with the 
action denoted by the verb (in the sentence). Moreover, it 
having been established by means of the foregoing argu- 
ment that the quality of redness has, according to gram= 
ar, acertain relation to the substance (i.¢.to the one year 
old heifer), the conclusion (of the Aaroapakshin) was accord- 
ingly given tothe effect that, since substance and quality 
fare not (separately) capable of serving as the means fo1 
purchasing (the soma plant), it is proved by implication 
that they are both mutually related to one another ; that 
also ix inappropriate. ‘Therefore the meaning of this 
(Parva-Mimamsa aphorism) is nothing other than what 

has been given above (by us). 
Accordingly, in the grammatical equation—That thou 
art’ and in others like it, the teaching of oneness has to 
be brought out without giving up, even in the least, the 
qualifications denoted by both the words (*That’ and ‘thow’). 
But this is not possible for him who does not admit the 
Highest Self (or the Brahman) to ve hostile to all that 
il, to form the only abode of all the innumerable 
auspicious qualities, and to be a stparate Being from the 
intelligent individual soul, which is capable of existing both 
in the pure and in the impure condition and is subject to 
endless miseries superimposed by the beginningléss igno- 
nance (or avidya). Since it has to be accepted that the 
words ued in a grammatical equation are intended to 
denote the oneness of that thing which is characterised by 
such attributes as are given (therein), it may be said that, 
even when one admits (the Highest Self as described 
above), the association with all those evils that belong to 
what is denoted by the word ‘thou’ will tend to affect 
the Highest Self, But it is replied that it is not (right to 
48 
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sty) so; because, by means of the word ‘thou’ ako, itis the 
Highest Self alone that ix denoted as forming the internal 
ruler of the individual selves, 

What is said is this :- The Highest Bralman—who ix 
denoted by the word Sad (or Existence), who ix devoid of 
even the simatlest taint of all that is evil, who possesses, 
together with the quality of willing the truth, the whole 
collection of innumerable auspicious qualities unsurpassed 
in excellence, and who forms the cause of all things,—willed 
to the effect—May I become many’; then He created in 
order the whole world consisting of (the elements of) fire, 
water, earth, and of such other things ; then, in that world 
existing in the form of the wonderful material configura 
tions known as gods, &c., He caused the whole series of 
intelligent individual souls to enter into such material em= 
bodiments as were suited to their own respective Aarmas 
so that they might (severally) constitute the self (of those 
embodiments); then He Himself, wholly of His own ace 
cord, entered into the individual selves so as to form their 
internal Self; and then He introduced the differentiation 
ofnames and forms among the material embodiments which 
are known as gods, &e., and which, being of this nature, 
are composite and include Him also within themselves. The 
meaning is that He caused the composite mass, which ix 
altogether of this nature, to assume the character of a thing. 
and ako to become capable of being denoted by words, 
In the passage —97° “ (Entering along) with this indivie 
dual self which is (also) the same as Myself’, the expression 
— with this individual self which is also the same as My- 
self',—shows that the individual self has the Brahman for 
his Self, And it is made ont-that the individual self has 


7a, Vide Ciba. Up. VI. 52 


hite/acharya.org 


379 


elf for the reason that the Brahman 
has entered into this individual self so as to constitute ‘his 
Self; because in the context in which the passage®#*—“He 
created all this, whatever there is. Having created it, He 
entered into that same thing, Having entered into it, He 
became the sa/ and the évai."3*!—occurs, the two things, 
namely, the intelligent thing and the non-intelligent thing, 
which are denoted by the expression ‘all this', are sepa 
ately pointed out by means of the words sa and fyad, as 
also by means of the words vijaana and avijnana ; and then 
the Brakman is spoken of as entering even into the 
intelligent thing (viz, the individual self). ‘Therefore it 
Jus, to he understood that, owing to the differentiation 
of names and forms having taken place in this manner, all 
significant words denote the Highest Self as associated 
with the non-intelligent thing (matter) and with the (in- 
telligent) individual self. 

Moreover, by means of the passage—M All this has 
‘That forts Selt’—[Cphatnd, Up. V1.8. 7.], the world whieh 
is associated with the intelligent things (or the individual 
selves) is (first) pointed out as ‘all this’, and then it ix 
declaredl that He, (the Lord), is the Self thereof, And 
since the Brahman forms in this manner the Self of 
all the intelligent things and the non-ntelligent 
things, the whole world together with all the intelligent 
individual selves forms His body. And to this effect there 
‘are these other scriptural passages:—He, who has entered 
‘within, is the ruler of all things that are born,and (He) is 
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the Self of all.’—[Taitt. Ar. TH. 24.};* He who, dwelling in 
the earth, is within the earth, whom the earth does not 
know, whase body is the earth, and who internally 
the earth,—He is thy internal ruler and immortal f. 
He who, dwelling in the self, is within the self, whom the 
self does not know, whose boily is the self, and who inter- 
nally rules the self,—He is thy internal ruler and immortal 
Self.’—[Madh. Brih. Up. IIL. 7. 3 to 22.]; He who is 
moving within the earth, whose body is the earth,......He 
who ix moving within the waters, whose body is the 
waters... He who is moving within the adshara, 
whose body is the akshara,24? whom the akshara: docs 
not kno He is the internal Self of all beings, He 
is devoid of all sins, He is the Divine Lord, He is the one 
Nariyana.” [Sub, Up. VIL. 1.]. These and other passage 
¢s first point out that the whole world together with 
the intelligent individual selves constitutes His body, and 


then they teach that the Highest Self forms the Self of that 
(world), Therefore those words also, which denote the in- 


telligent things (or the individual selves), denote the High- 
est Selfalone who forms the Self also of the inteltigent 
things and has these intelligent things for His body’; in 
the same manner in which those words which denote the 
non-intelligent configurated material masses known as gods, 
&c,, denote only those individual selves who have those 
particular masses of matter for their bodies. (To illustrate 
this) there are the following and other (examples)—“ The 
four who perform the sacrifice knownas the pafichadasaratra 
acquire god-hood.”2#8 ‘The meaning is that they become 
gods. 

In the case of words which denote material embodi- 
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ments, it is right (to say) that they also include in their im- 
port that which is the embodied ; because a material em- 
bodiment posse-ses, in relation to the embodied, the cha- 
acter of being a mode (thereof); and because also those 
words which denote modes include in their import. the 
things which are the possessors of those modes, Indeed 
what is meant by a mode is that aspect, which is made out 
to be of a particular nature, and which is in relation to the 
thing that is denoted, when it is said—“ This thing is of this 
nature,” ‘That (mode) is necessarily dependent upon that 
thing ; hence, the knowledge of that (mode) is necessari- 
ly dependent:upon that (thing); consequently, it is proper 
(for that mode) to include (within its significance) that very: 
thing, Accordingly, even the wort which denotes that 
(mode) includes that (thing) in its import, Itisfor this very’ 
Teavon that ax, horse, man, and other such words, as are 
denotative of particular genera and are the modes of 
particular masses of matter, include in their import 
the masses of matter which are (respectively) characters 
ised by (those) modes. And any such mass of matter, 
constituting the body+of an intelligent individual soul, 
forms his mode, Similarly, even those intelligent individu- 
al souls, who have particular masses of matter for their 
bodies, form modes of the Highest Self. Therefore they 
(i.e, those words) finally include in their import the High- 
est Self Himself, Thus the Highest Self Himself is denot- 
ed by all words. And consequently the grammatical 
equation (of the word‘That'), with the word (‘thow), which 
(40) denotes the Highest Self, has certainly a primary and 
natural significance. 

It may, however, be said (here) thus :—It is only such 
words as denote genera and qualities that are seen to be 
grammatically equated with words denoting substances ; 
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‘ts, in the instances;—‘The ox is. broken-horned 'j—‘The 
candied sugar is white’. And in the case of such substano- 
€5 as form the modes of other substances, the affix having 
the force of matup3%*is seen to be applied to them (when 
they are used in grammatical equations); as in the instances 
of dandin (or one who is the possessor of stick) and kunda- 
fin (or one whois the wearer of an ear-ring). Butt is not 
right to say so. Neither the genus, nor the quality, nor 
the substance,nor any single one of these can make a gram= 
matical equation (fully) significant ; because each of them 
may stray into the other. In the cave of a thing which can 
exist as the mode of another thing, the existence, persist- 
cence, and realisation (of that thing) are invariably associat- 
ed with this (other) thing. Hence the words which 
denote that (mode) possess the power of denoting the 
substance which is characterised by what is denoted by: 
themselves, Consequently, it is certainly proper for them 
to be grammatically equated with the word which denot- 
ces that substance as characterised by an attribute different 
(from what they themselves denote). Where, on the other 
hand, it is desired that a substarice, which is capable of 
being realised separately and exists in itself, should form, 
somewhere and at some time the mode of another sub- 
stance,—there, the aflix having the force of malup becomes 
applicable, Thus it (i, e the position here maintainedl) 
is faultless, 

‘Therefore the words’, ‘thou’, and others, which in 
themselves specially denote the individual self, signify the 
Highest Self Himself,-owing to ‘the individual selves also, 
who are associated with the non-intelligent thing (matter), 
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forming 4 mode of that (Highest Self); the reason for this 
is that they thus constitute the body of the Highest Self, 
And this (view) is summed up in the grammatical equation 
That thon art’. Such being the case, in consequence of 
the individual self (thus) standing in the relation of the 
body to the Highest Self, those peculiar attributes which 
belong to the individual self do not affect the Highest 
Self; in the same way in which childhood, youth, and 
other such conditions, which are associated with one's own 
body, do not affect the individual self, Therefore, in the 
grammatical equation—-That thou art’, the word ‘That’ 
denotes the Highest Self who is the cause of the ‘world, 
who wills the truth, who is the abode of all auspi- 
cious qualities, who is devoid of even the smallest taint 
of all that is evil; and (the word) ‘thou’ also denotes 
that same (Supreme Self) as possessing for His body 
that embodied individual self, Accordingly, the gramma- 
tical equation (‘That thou art’) has a primary and natural 
ignifficance ; there is no contradiction of the context 
(wherein it occurs); there is no contradiction of any one of 
all the scriptural passages; and even the slightest taint of 
ignorance (or avidya) and of other evils does not become 
possible in relation to the Braiman who is free from im- 
purity and forms the only abode of auspicious quali- 
ties. Since the fact of (the Braitman) being gramma- 
tically equated with the individual self also imports in this 
marmer that He is different from the individual self who 
forms His attribute,—therefore the Anandamaya (or He 
who consists of Bliss), who is the Highest Self, is different 
fron the individual self who consists of knowledge (or 
understanding). 

What has been stated above2** to the effect that, in 
1 Ngo Vide the ebjecion-stoiemest npre pp 37 & 30% 
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the statement—“This itself is the embodied Self of ‘that 
(which consists of knowledge or understanding)’—fTaitt, 
Up.Al, 5.1.), the anandamaya (or he who consists of 
Dliss) is declared to be associated with a body, and that 
it is not thus possible for hi to be other than the 
individual self;—that is not right : because, in this con- 
text, by means of the statement— The embodied Self of 
this ix the same as that of the former.” [Taitl, Up. Il, 
eteIL 4. 1. & IL 5. 14) it is declared in each case that 
the Highest Self Himself is the embodied Self (of all). 
How? Because the Highest Brahman who is other than 
the individual self, and who, in accordance with the scrip- 
tural statement—“ From that same Self, indeed, the spatial 
ether came into existence.”—[Taitt, Up. 1. 1.1.], is known 
to be the supreme cause of the whole series of created ob- 
jects such as the spatial ether and other things, is (Himself) 
taught to be the Self ;—it is (therefore) made out ‘that the 
spatial ether and other things including the annamaya (or 
what is made up of food), which are all different from Him, 
constitute His body. And by means of the following passage 
belonging to the Sublopanishad—“ (He) whose body is 
the carth....whose body is the waters,....whose body ix 
the fire chow body is the spa- 
tial ether.... whose body is the a&shara....whose body is 
mrityu (ie. prakriti or nature),....He is the internal Self of 
all beings, He is devoid of all sins, He is the Divine Lord, 
He is the One Narayana.” (Sud. Up. VI, 1.],—it is 
clearly stated that all the constituent principles of the 
universe form the body of the Highest Self,  There- 
fore, in this very pasage, namely,—“From that same 
Self, indeed, (the spatial ether came into existence) ’— 
(Zaitt, Up. U1. 1. 1], what is made out is that the 
Highest Self Himself forms the embodied Self of the 
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annamaya (or what is made up of food), The contest 
speaks of the prazamaya (or what consists of prdza) in 
the passage—“ He who is (the embodied Self) of the for- 
mer—He Himself is the embodied Self of this." [Taidt, 
Up, TI, 3. 1]. The meaning is that He who is the 
embodied Self of the annamaya mentioned before, and 
who forms the supreme cause (of the universe), as 
established by means of other scriptural passages, is 
Himself the Highest Self; it is He alone who is the 
embodied Self also of the frizamaya (or what is made 
up of prdya), In this manner it (viz, the context) has to 
be understood in the case of the manomaya (or what con- 
sists of mind) and the vjiauamaya (or what consists of 
knowledge). But in regard to the Anandamaya (or that 
which consists of bliss), the indicative expression®**—« He 
Himselt"—[7aitt, Up, 11.6.1.)—is given to show that He 
has none other for His Self. How is that? In the fore- 
going manner, it has been made out that the Highest Self 
Himself is the embodied Self of the eymanamaya (or 
what consists of knowledge) also, This being the case, if 
it be said that He who is the embodied Self of the wijma- 
namaya (or what consists of knowledge) is Himself 
the embodied Self of the Anandamaya (or what consists of 
bliss) also: then, the Anandamaya who is made out by the 
repetition (of the word ‘bliss’), to be the Supreme Self will 
Himself have to be understood as forming the Self of the 
Supreme Self, Accordingly the whole collection of intelli. 
gent and non-intelligent things which are different from 
‘Himself constitute His body. He alone is in consequence 
the unconditioned embodied Self, It is for this very 
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reason that this Sasfra which is promulgated in relation 
to the Highest Braman is called by worthy persons 
fas the Science of the Embodied. Consequently the 
Anandamaya who is the Highest Self is undoubtedly dis- 
tinct from the individual self who consists of knowledge, 


He (a paroapakshin) might say (here) as follows :— 
This Anandamaya is not different from the individual self, 
because the allix mavat which signifies modification is 
found to be used (here). The affix mayat is taught’ to 
possess the significance of modification in the (grammatical) 
uphorisin which (for the first time) introduces (its modifi- 
catory -ignificance) by saying—"The affix mayat also 
is used in these two (significations)"—[Panini, IV. 
143-]; and (it is) also (taught) in the aphorism which 
is to the elfect—“It (viz, the affix mayat) is always 
used (in the sense of modification) after the words 
known as the vriddhas 88 and after the group of words 
beginning wi i” [Pawini. IV. 3. 144... And this 
word Anandamaya is avriddha. —‘Itmay (again) be said 
(here) that the affix mayag has also the power of signifying 
abundance, because it is taught (to have that signification) in 
the aphorism— The affix mayat is (to be employed) wher- 
ever the abundance of a thing has to be expressed.” [Payini. 
V. 4. 21.]; for example, where it is said—“The sacrifice is 
abundantly full of food (annamaya)"—that (affix mayat) has 
this (signification) alone, It is, (however), not right 


381. The defioition of this wordis lengthening)is 2 Fedhe, at in the 
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tosay so. It (viz, the affix mayat) in annamaya is sen 
inthe very beginning (of this context) to possess the 
significance of modification. Therefore, according to the 
propriety of interpretation suited to the contest, it is 
right for this (affix mayaz in the word Anandamaya) also 
to have nothing other than the signification of modifi- 
cation, Moreover, even if it (viz, the affix mayat) have 
the signification of abundance (in Anandamaya), the 
character of being other than the individual self cannot 
testilt to that (Anandamaya). Thus, when it 1 said that 
‘one is nbundantly full of bliss, it is indeed unavoidable (for 
that one) to’be mixed up with misery ; for an abundance 
of bliss implies the possession of a small modicum of misery. 
Indeed to be an individual self is nothing other than to 
be associated with misery. Therefore it is right. (for the 
affix mayat) to haye only that siguificance of modification 
which is arrived at in accordance with that propriety of in- 
terpretation which is suited to the context, Furthermore, 
in popular sage as in the instances mrixmaya (or what 
is made up of clay), hiraymaya (or what is made up of 
gold), darumaya (or what is made up of wood), and in 
other stich instances—and in the Vedas as in the instances 
of the semicircular vessel which is made of leaves (Aarwa- 
may’), and of the ladles which are made of the wood 
called Jamz (Samimayyah), and of the girdle which is 
made of grass (dardhamay?) and in other such instanc- 
es—the affix mayat is very frequently used in the sense 
of modification; and consequently that (sense) alone 
comes to the mind at the very outset. And the individual 
self does certainly possess the character of being a modi. 
fication of bliss. To that (individual self) who is in 
himself of the nature of bliss, the condition of being found 
in the state of samsdra is nothing other than becoming 
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a modification of that (bliss), Inasmuch as the affix 
mayat which denotes modification is found to be used (in 
the case of the word dnandamaya), the drandamaya (or 
what consists of bliss) is accordingly nothing other than 
the individual self. After stating this (objection) thus, 
he (the Sitrakéra) invalidates it (as follows) ;— 


. Siitra 14, Vikaraiabdanneti:henna prazturyat. 


It may be said that owing to there being the affix 
(maya!) significant of modification, (the Anandamaya is 
not (the Brahman); but it is mot (right to say) so; be- 
cause that (affix mayat) signifies abundance, 


This (above-stated position of the Parvapakshin) ix 
not right. Why? Because of there being the significance of 
abundance. ‘That is, because there is an abundance of bliss 
inthe Highest Brakman, and because also it is possible 
for the affix mayag to signify abundance. What is suid is 
this :—This Bliss is resident in the Braman, because it 
is not possible for the individual self to be the abode of 
that Ananda (or bliss) which ix continuously repeated in an 
onder in which each succeeding bliss is a hundredfold of the 
bliss (preceding it). It being so determined, the Ananda- 
‘maya (or That which consists of Bliss) must be the High- 
est Brakian, because there can be no modification in rela- 
tion to that Brahman, and because also it is posible for 
the rule regulating the tse of the affix mayat to operate so 
as to signify abundance also, Even on account of the propri+ 
ety of interpretation suited to the context, and on ac- 
count of the frequency of its use (in the sense of modi- 
fication), the affix maya? cannot (here) have the signi- 
ficance of modification; because, (if it did), there would be 
the contradiction of the context. Moreover (this) propriety 
of interpretation suited to the context has been given 
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up even in relation to the word praxamaya itself because, 
in the case of that word, it ic not posible (for the affix 
mayat) to import modification. Thus, in this case, the 
‘adyw (or vital air), which usually has a five-fold9#* activity, 
becomes capable of being denoted merely by the word pra 
namaya, for the reason that it is in possession of the 

ivity of the raza, or for the reason that, among the 
five activities known as the fraxa (or the vital activity), 
the apana (or the excretory activity), &c., the activity of 
the frana is here in abundance. Again, it cannot be said 
that the affix mayaf is not largely used in the sense of 
abundance ; because it is xo seen in the following and other 
instances—" The sacrifice is abundantly full of food (anna= 
maya)’ —" The journey is abundantly full of carts (4akaga- 
may), 

‘What has been stated above to the effect that an abund- 
ance of bliss necessarily implies the existence of a small 
amount of misery,—that is not right. Indeed the abund= 
ance of a thing is the same as having an exceedingly large 
amount of it, and this does not necessarily imply the exist- 
ence of another thing. On the other hand, it implies the 
negation of the smaliness of that thing itself. ‘The exist» 
ence and non-existence of that other thing have to be made 
out by other means of proof. And in the present case, the 
absence of such other things is made out by this other 
‘means of proof found in the scriptural passage—‘He who 
is devoid of sin."—[Chhand. Up. VIL. 7. 1.J—and in 
‘Others Tike it. Under these circumstances, only this 
much can be said, that the exceedingly large amount 
of the bliss belonging to the Brakman necessarily implies 
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the smallness of the bliss belonging toothers. And in the 
passage beginning with—“That is one unit of human bliss,” 
—[Taitl, Up. 11. 8, 1.],—this (fact) is declared to the effect 
that, in comparison with the bliss belonging to the indi~ 
vidual self, the Bliss belonging to the Brakman is in-an 
unsurpassable condition and is exceedingly large. 

What has been further stated to the effect that it is 
possible for the individual self to become a modification of 
bliss,—that also is not appropriate, ‘That, in the way. in 
which clay becomes modified into the form of pots, &e 
the individual self, whose essential nature consists of khow- 
ledge and bliss, becomes modified into some form of other 
is against all scripture, tradition and logic. And it will be 
established hereafters8? that, in the condition of samstra, 
his knowledge and bliss are (merely) in a contracted condi- 
tion under the influence of karma. Therefore also, the 
Anandamaya (or That which consists of Bliss) is different 
from the individual self and is the Supreme Brakman, 


‘The Anandamaya (or That which consists of Bliss) is 
ifferent from the individual self for the following reason 
al 


Siitra 15. Taddhetuvyapadesa. 


Because also He (the Anandamaya) is declared (in 
the context) to be the cause of that (which forms the 
bliss of the individual souls). 


“ Sf this Ahaéa (i: €. the Brahman) be not Bliss, who 
indeed is there that can live, and who that can enjoy ? 
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For He Himself causes bliss.” [Zailt. Up. 1.7. 1]. In 
this passage, by means of the statement—‘He Himself 
‘causes bliss'—it is declared that He is the cause of bliss to 
the individual selves, Therefore it is to be) understood 
that this bliss-giver who is the Anandamaya is that High- 
est Self who is different from the individual self that is to be 
blewed, And it will be stated presently that the Ananda- 
maya Himself is here?*° denoted by the word Ananda (or 
Bliss.) 


‘The Anandamaya is different from the individual self 
for the following reason also : 


Sitra 16. Mantravarnikameva cia giyate 


(Because) also that same Being, who is denoted by 
the words of the mantra 9°%(in the context), is declared 
(there to be the Anandamaya). 


‘That same Brahman who is denoted by the words of 
the mantra, which begins with—The Brahman is Exist- 
ence, Knowledge, Infinity." —[7aitl. Up. 11. 1.1 J, is spok= 
en of as the Anandamaya. And that (Anandamaya) ix the 
Highest Brahman who is different from what constitutes 
the estential nature of the individual <elf, And according- 
ly, by means of the pastage—“He who knows the Bra/i= 
‘man attains the Highest.”—[Taitt, Up. I. 1. 1.), it is 
pointed out that the Brahman is the object that is to be 


390. Vite rr Bhtiye wer Tot. highest ther sand ewok 
Sith 839. infos (tlm than) sane long withthe 

91. Thi meita bo tbefllow- Onnieeat Brakes al he sap 
ingles: “The Rrobmenis Exist. Goce quai” Fait. p Ue 1 
ice, Knowledge, ToSnig,; He hk The word Mentha, meaos a wets} 
ikea in thecave ofthe hear inthe composition, 


392 Sri-Buisuya. (Chap. I. Part, J, 


attained by the individual self. In (the sentence)— This 
is stated in relation to That."—[Taitt, Up. Il. 1. 1.], (the 
word) ‘That’ means the Brakman, Having that (Brah- 
maz) in view, that is, accepting Him as the thing to be 
taught, this ri (or verse) is repeated by those who study 
the Vedas. ‘The meaning is that the subject mentioned in 
the brahimana®®%is clearly explained by means of this mans 
tra, The object to be attained by the individual self who 
is the worshipper is certainly the Brahman who is entirely 
distinct from him. And immediately afterwards (in the 
context), by means of the succeeding drakmanas as well 
as the mantras, beginning with the passage— From that 
same Self, indeed, the spatial ether came into existence,"— 
(Taitt. Up. 1. +. 1,], this same (thing) is clearly expound. 
ed. Therefore the Anandamaya is different from the indie 
vidual self. 


Here he (a pérvapakshin) might say thus:—No 
doubt, He who has to be attained (by the individual self) 
must be different from the individual self who is the 
worshipper, Nevertheless, the Braman denoted by the 
words of the mantra (above) is not a different thing from 
the individual self ; but, on the other hand, He is that pure 
‘essential nature of the aforesaid worshipper himself, which 
is devoid of even the smallest taint of all evils, which is 
devoid of attributes, and which is pure undifferentiated 
intelligence. ‘That same (essential nature of the individual 
self) is clearly brought out by means of the mantra begin, 
ning with—“The Brakmaxtis Existence, Knowledge, Infini+ 
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[Taite, Up. IL, 1]. ‘That same (essential nature of 
the individual self) again is known to be devoid of attri- 
butes owing to its being beyond the province of speech and 
mind, in accordance with the passage—* Without being 
able to attain Him, speech returns with the mind.” [Taidt, 
Up. 11.9. 1.J. Hence, it is that same (essential nature of 
the individual self) which is denoted by the words of the 
‘mantra (under reference). Consequently the Ananda- 
‘maya is not other than that (essential nature of the indi- 
vidual self). 

To this he (the Sitrakara) gives the following reply:— 


Sitra 17, Netaronupapatten. 


He who is other (than the Brahman) is not (that Being 
who is denoted by the words of the mantra), because 
(in such a case) there would be inappropriateness, 


He who is different from the Highest Self and ix 
denoted by the word yiva (which means the individual 
elf), is not, even in the state of final release, that Being 
who is denoted by the words of the mantra. Why ? 
Because there is inappropriateness; that is,—it is not possi- 
ble for such an individual eff to have unconditioned omni- 
science (vipaschitéva), This very same unconditioned 
omniscience is indeed meant to be explained by the reference 
to the quality of willing the truth in the passage—“ He 
desired‘ May 1 become many and be born.” [Taitl, 
Up.T. 6. 1.]. Omniscience (vipaichittva) is indeed the 
possession of stich an intelligence as ‘sees’ in many ways. 
After eliding the <yllable yal forming a part of the word 
paivat, the word wipaichil is derived from it; because it 
(viz, the word vifaichif) belongs to the group of words 
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beginning with frishodara.s*? Omniscience is certainly 
possible to a released individual self. Nevertheless, as 
that same individual self has no omniscience in the state of 
samsara, it is not possible for him to posses uncondition- 
ed omniscience, ‘The released individual self, who has at- 
tained the state of pure undifferentiated intelligence, can- 
not at all possess thisomniscience ; because he does not 
‘see’ in a variety of ways. Sucit is (the Inappropriateness), 

It has been already3%* pointed out that the thing 
which is devoid of attributes cannot be made out by any 
accepted criterin of truth whatsoever, If the passage— 
“ (Without being able to attain) Him, speech returns (with 
the mind), ~[Tailé, Up. 1. 9. 1.) declare the return of 
speech and mind from the Brahman (without attaining 
Him), it (surely) can not thereby become capable of giving 
rise to the knowledge of the attributelessness of (that) Be- 
ing, But, on the other hand, it will merely tell us that 
speech ‘and mind form no means of proving that (Being). 
And accordingly, He will acquire the charicter of a 
mere nothing. Beginning with the statement®*>—“ He 
who knows the Brahman attains (the Highest)", it is 
mentioned (in the scripture) that the Brahman is omni- 
veient, that He is the.camse of the world, that He is the 
only abode of knowledge and bliss, that. He is the bestow- 
cr of bliss on all others, that He is, of His own free will, 
the creator of the whole world made up of the intelligent 
things and the non-intelligent things, that He forms 
the Self of the whole series of created things by enter- 
ing into them, that He is the came of fear and of 
fearlessness, that He is the ruler of the wind, the sun, & 
that He possesses that bliss which is unsurpassed in the or- 

30% Vide Pémin Vi. 5. 109.395. Tae Up M2, 
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der in which each succeeding bliss is a hundredfold of the 
blise immediately’ preceding it, and that He is many other 
stich things, And it isthe idle talk of «deluded person 
to say that the Brahman is, after all (these are mentioned), 
declared to be incapable of any proof, in as much as speech 
and mind camot operate (so as to give rise to any: know- 
ledge) in relation to the Brahman, By means of the word 
Auanda (or Bliss) in the expression —“ He who knows the 
Bliss of the Brahman "—{ Tailt. Up. U1. 9. 1.], this passage 
telers to the Bliss pointed out by the word ya/ in the ex- 
pression— (Without being able to attain) that (Bliss) 
specch returns (with the mind)"—[Taitt. Op, 11.9. 1,]3 
it then say that that Bliss is related to the Brahman 
by distinctly mentioning that it belongs to the Brahman; 
and if, by saying ‘he who knows, it then speaks of the 
knowledge of that same Bliss which is beyond the province 
of speech and mind,—it will be, like the bellowing noise of 
an old bull and other such things, (altogether) meaningless, 
and will not at all fall within the class of what are called 
sentences. Accordingly, it (viz, this passage) proceeds to 
tive the definite measurement of the excellence of the Bliss 
of the Brahman in that order in which each succeeding 
bliss is a hundredfold of the blis« (immediately preceding 
it); and then speech and mind return from Him (without 
attaining Him) on account of that (Bliss) being incapable 
of (uch) definite measurement. And jt is this that is 
stated in the expression— (Without being able to attain) 
that (Bliss) speech returns (with the mind)’, It is said 
that he who knows that Bliss of the Brakman, which is in 
this manner incapable of definite measurement, need not 
have any fear from anywhere. Moreover it is undoubtedly 
very clear that this omniscient Being—who is denoted by 
the words of the manéra (under reference), and who is 
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subsequently declared in the passage beginning with—“He 
desired, &e.’—[ Zaill, Up. TL. 6,1.) to have of His ows free 
will thought it fit to create and preserve the world, to be 
the internal Self of the world, &c.,*-has in consequence 
characteristics other than those which constitute the essen 
tial nature of the released individual self, 


For the following reason also, the Anandamaya (or 
that which consists of bliss) is different from the individual 
self, who is capable of existing in both the states (of bond- 
age and of final release), 


Sitra 18, Bhedavyapadesache 


Because also there is (in the context) the dectari 
tion of difference (between the individual self and the 
Brahman). 


The scriptural context, which, beginning with the 
statement—From that same Self, indeed, the spatial ether 
(came into existenee).’—[Zoitt, Up. M1, 1, 1.], explains 
the Brakman denoted by the words of the mantra (above 
quoted), teaches, by means of the passage—" Different from 
this which consists of understanding (or knowledge) is the 
(still) inner Self, the Anandamaya.’—{Taitt, Up. W.5.1 
that Heis different from the individual self also; in the 
which (He is different) from ava (food), 
pal vital air), and manas (mind). ‘Therefore 
it is made out that, owing to the declaration of (this) 
difference (between the Anandamaya and the individual 
self), this Being, who is denoted by the words of the mantra 
(under reference) and is the Anandamaya, is certainly 
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different from the individual self, 


For the following reason also, (the Anandamaya) is 
different from the individual self. 


Sitra 19, Kam§zhi a ninumandpeksha. 

Because also His will (is in itself the cause of crea- 
tion), the pradhina °° is not needed (by. Him in the 
act of creation just as it is needed by the individual self}, 


In connection with the act of creating the world, itis 
impossible for the individual self, who is subject to the influ- 
ence of avidya (or ignorance), to avoid the necess- 
ity of being asociated with that non-intelligent thing 
(viz, matter) which is denoted by the words anumd- 
nika, pradhana, &c. Indeed, it is only in this man- 
ner that the four-ftced Brahma and others form the 
cawe of the world. In the present instance, however, 
the creation of wonderful intelligent and non-intelligent 
things is, in the statement—“ He ereated all this, what. 
ever there is."—[Zaitt. Up. U. 6, 1}, declared to take 
place solely from that will, which: belongs to Him who 
is devoid of any association with the non-intelligent thing 
(pradhana), and which is referred to in the statement-* He 
desired (i, ¢, willed) —‘May I become manifold and be 
born.” [ixtt, Up.I1. 6.1.]. Itis accordingly made out: that 
the Anandamaya does not, while creating the world, stand 
inneed of any association with the non-intelligent thing 
pradhana, 

36. The word Amumina swears cause of the world. Like the word 
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The Anandamaya ix different from the individual elt 
for the following reason also: — 


Stra 20. Asminnasya cla tadyogam Sasti. 


(Because) also it (viz. the scripture) declares (that) 
his (i.e, the individual self's) acquisition of that (bliss 
takes place when he is) in (association with) this 
(Anandamaya). 


‘In this’ means—in the Anandamaya. ‘His’ means 
of the individual self, “The acquisition of that’ means—the 
acquisition of bliss, * It declares’, that is, the scripture de- 
clares. 

It is said“ Bliss indeed is He. Having obtained that 
very same Bliss, he (the individual self) becomes blissful,” 
[Taitt, Up.1.7.1.]. The meaning is this:—When it is de- 
clared that, by attaining the Anandamaya who is denoted 
by the word Bliss, that being, who is apt to be de- 
noted by the word jia (which means the individual self), 
becomes blissful,—then, who but a mad man will say’ that, 
by attaining whichever (Being) whoever becomes blissful, 
he is himself that same (Being) ? It has been thus deter- 
mined that the Anandamaya is the Highest Brahman, 
and hence it is that that same Anandamaya is denot- 
ed by the word Ananda (ar Bliss) in the following and 
other scriptural passages :—“ If this Adaia be not Bliss” 
[Taitt, Up. IL. 7. 1.]; “The Brakman is Knowledge, Bliss." 
—{Brih, Cp, TH, 9, 28}; in the same way in which the 
vijtanamaya (or what consists of knowledge) is (denoted) 
y the word vijtana (or knowledge.) It is for this very 
reason (of our having to interpret Ananda as Anandamaya) 
that there is given a distinct indication (to that effect) 
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in the passage—“He who knows the Bliss of the Brahman 
(need not have any fear from anywhere).” [Taiét. Up. 11. 9. 
1,]. And it fs for this same reason again that the result (of 
such ktiowledge of the Bliss of the Bradman) is pointed out 
inthe statement—“He reaches that Self who is the Ananda- 
maya.” —[(Taitt, Up. U1. 8.1.}. Moreover the amamaya 
(or what is made up of food) and the other things, 
which have been mentioned in the earlier®®? amaaka 
are recapitulated in the later3°* annaka to the follow- 
ing effect :—"TLet him know the anna (or food) as the 
Brahman." (Tait. Up. 1. “Let him know the 
‘prana (or the principal vital air) as the Brahman.” { Taitt. 
Up UL, 3. 1.]; “Let him know the manas (or mind) as 
the Brahman.” (Taitt, Up. MW. 4.1.]; “Let him know 
the viaana (or knowledge) as the Brakman." [ Tailt, Op. 
INL, 5. 1.). Hence it is made out that, in this statement also, 
jamely, “(Let him know) the Ananda (or Bliss) as the 
Brahman.’ —{Taitt. Up. U1. 6. 1.), itis the Anandamaya 
Himself that is taught (by means of the word Ananda). And 
for that same reason, even that (/. ¢ the later anuetha) 
is concluded by the statement—“ He (.¢. the released self) 
having reached that Self which consists of Bliss (Ananda- 
maya)...(sits down singing this stman—Ha, Voka, Vane, 
Vay! [Taitt, Up. IL. 10 5.. 

‘Therefore, it isa demonstrated conclusion that that 
Highest Brakman, who is a different entity from what is 
‘apt to be denoted by the word fradhana, isaleo a different 
entity from that (other) entity, which is capable of being 
signified by the word jiea (which means the individual 
self), 

sor. The euler Amwske fe the 08 The later Anenila ie the 
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ADHIKARANA, VII. 
Antaradhikarana. 


It is certainly not possible for the individual selves— 
Who possess very little merit—to ereate the world out of 
their own free will, to be associated with unsurpassable 
bliss, to form the cause of fear and of fearlessness, &c, 
Nevertheless, such a thing may surely be possible inthe 
case of the Sun, Indra, Prajapati, and other such (individual 
selves) who possess peculiarly: valuable merit. 

He (the Sitrakara) disproves this aforesaid supposi- 
tion thus : 


Siitra 21, Antastaddharmopadesst. 


He (i. €. the Person) who is within (the Sun and the 
eye is the Brahman), because Mis attributes are de- 
clared (in the context). 


Tt is revealed in the Cishandogya thus :—" This Person 
who isseen within the Sun,—He is brilliant like gold, 
has 2 golden beard, and has golden hairs, and is altogether 
golden even to the very tips of His nails. His two eyes 
are like the lotus just opened by the sun, His name is 
High. ‘This same above-mentioned Person is risen above 
all sins, He who knows (Him) thus rises indeed above all 
sins. ‘The Ri& and the Saman are the two psalms in 
praise of Him “This is what relates to Him as He is 
in the gods, Now this i< what relates to Him as He is in 
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our selves, .-Again, that Person who is seen within 
the eye, He is that same Rid and that same Saman, He is 
that Uatha,*®? that Yajus and that Brahman, ‘The form 
of this above-mentioned Person (in the eye) is the same 
as the form of that (other Person in the Sun). ‘The psalms 
in praise of that other (Person) are (the same as) the psalms 
in praise of this (Person). The name of that (other Person) 
is the name of this (Person) also,” (Chand. Up. 1. 6, 610 
8.& 1.7.1 to 5]. 

Here the doubt arises whether this Person who exists 
within the eye and the bright orb of the Sun is that 
same individual self who possesses such sovereignties as 
result from an accumulation of the merit of works, and 
who is capable of being denoted by Sun and other such 
words; or whether He is the Supreme Self who is other 
than that (Sun), It is perhaps thought right to hold that 
He is that same individual self who has accumulated the 
merits of his works, Why? Because it is declared that 
that (Person) is associated with a body. Indeed it is 
possible only for the individual selves to be associated with 
a body, As a matter of fact, it is for the purpose of 
experiencing pleasure and pain in accordance with the 
results of works that there is the association (of the self) 
with a body, It is surely for this very reason that final 
release, which is free from association with Aarmas, is 
‘declared in the following passage to be capable of attainment 
in the bodiless condition:—**To him who is and hasa body, 
there is no destruction of the pleasing and the unpleasing ; 
the pleasing and the unpleasing touch not him who is and 
[Cihand. Up. VIL. 12. 1.). Moreover it is 


audibly or inaudibly as opposed to the 
‘Stowas which are sung. 
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possible for an increase of knowledge aswell as an increase 
of strength to take place from the greatness of the merit of 
works. For this same reason the lordship of worlds and 
desires is appropriate only to such (an individual self as 
has so made his own merit great), And for the same reason 
again (it becomes appropriate for him) to be the object of 
worship, to be the giver of the fruits of works, and also. to 
be useful in causing the attainment of final release by pro- 
ducing the annihilation of sins, Even among men, thove 
who have accumulated merit are seen to be very great in 
consequence of (their) knowledge, power, &c. The Siddhas 
and the Gandharvas are greater than they. Even greater 
than these are the gods, Still greater are Indra and others, 
Accordingly, some one among Brahma and the others 
from him downwards attains in each Aa/fa+”* the above- 
mentioned sovereignty as a consequence of (his own) 
special merit ; and thus performs even the work of the 
creation, &c, of the world, ‘Therefore, the scriptural 
passage, which deals with what forms the cause of 
the world and with what forms the internal self of the 
world, &c., relates only to this being who has specially. 
increased his merit and is (thereby) omniscient and omni- 
potent, Hence there is nothing that is called the Supreme 
Self asdistinet from the individual self. ‘This being the 
case, the scriptural passage— That which is neither gross, 
not atomic, nor short, &e."—[Brih. Up. II. 8. 8.) and 
others like it are intended to import the essential nature 
of the individual self, And those scriptures which deal 
with final release are intended to teach the essential nature 
of that (individual self) and also (to teach) the means 
of attaining that (pure essential nature). 
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If it be so held, it is stated in reply—“ He (i, & 
the person) who is within (the Sun and the eye is the 
Brahman), because His attributes are declared (in the 
context).” [Ved. Sat. 1. 1. 21.) That Person who is 
perceived within the Sun and within the eye—He is 
the Supreme Self, and is other than the individual self. 
Why ? Because His attributes are declared (in the con- 
text), ‘That attribute which it is impossible for the in 
dividual self to possess, which belongs only to Him who is 
other than the individual self and is the Highest Self, and 
Which imports the quality of being devoid of sin, &c., 

that is taught in the statement beginning with— 
“This same above-mentioned Person ix risen above all 
sins.” [Chhand. Up. 1. 6.7.]. Indeed to be devoid of sin 
in to be free from karma, ‘The meaning is that it ix to 
be free from even the smallest amount of subjection to. the 
influence of karma. As a matter of fact, individual 
selves are subject to the influence of Aarmas, in as much as 
they have to experience pleasures and pains in obedience 
to their Aarmas, Therefore, the quality of being free from, 
all sin forms the attribute of the Supreme Self Himself, 
who is other than the individual self, Based upon this 
(quality) and conditioned by His own essential nature are 
—the quality which relates to the lordship of worlds and 
desires, the quality of willing the truth, &e., the quality: of 
being the internal Self of all beings, which are all His own 
attributes, Says the scripture to the same effect—“This 
Self is devoid of sin, is free from old age, free from death, 
free from sorrow, free from hunger, free from thirst, 
and desires the truth and wills the truth.” [Gihand. Up. 
VIL 1. 5. & VIM. 7. 1 & 34]. And similarly there is 
the passage—“He is the internal Self of all beings, 
Heis devoid of all sins, He is the Divine Lord, He 
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is the one Narayana.” [Sub. Up. Vil. 1.]. To be cap- 
able of creating all the intelligent and non-intelligent 
things, in conformity with the quality of willing the truth 
as stated in the passage—“ He desired,—May I become 
manifold and be born.” [Zaitt. Up. II. 6. 1.], to form the 
absolute cause of fear and of fearlessness, to possess that 
unsurpassnble bliss which is devoid of the limitations due 
to apprehension by speech and mind,—these and such 
other attributes, which are natural and are not capable of 
being acquired by means of karmas, are impossible for the 
individual self to possess, 

What has been stated to the effect that, owing 
to there being the mention of the association with a 
body, the Person (referred to in the scriptural text quoted 
above) i+ not other than the individual velf,—that is not 
right, Indeed, association with a body does not establish 
(any) subjection to the influence of Aarmas ; because 
it is possible for Him who wills the truth to have the 
association with a body merely through His own 
will, It may again be said thus ;—The body is known 
to be that aggregate of the elements which are modifica: 
tions of the prakriti (or matter) made up of the three*?? 
qualities, And association with it cannot, in accordance with 
His will, result to that Person who is devoid of sin and 
who wills the truth ; because such (an association) cannot 
be an aim of (His) life. And he who is subject to the 
influence of karmas, and who is totally ignorant of his own 
essential nature, cannot possibly avoid that association 
(with the body), in consequence of his having to enjoy the 
results corresponding to his works, even though he does 
not like it, It would be so, provided (we grant) that His 
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body is made up of the three qualities and isa modification 
of the prakriti (or matter). But that (body) is in accord- 
ance with His own desire, and is suited to His own nature, 
and is altogether non-material ; and thus the whole (of owr 
argument) is appropriate, What is said is this 
‘There are myriads of innumerable auspicious qualities which 
are natural in themselves, and are unsurpassed in excellence, 
and belong to that Highest Brakman Himself who is 
entirely distinct from all other things (than Himself), by: 
reavon of His possessing that nature which is wholly made 
up of infinite knowledge and bliss, and which is hostile 
to all that is evil, In the very sume manner, there is 
(to Him) a natural and divine form also, which is in accond- 
ance with His own desire and is suited to Himsell, which ix 
uniform, unthinkable, immaterial, wonderful, eternal and 
faultlews, and which is the home of endless collections of 
unsurpassable qualities such'as splendour, beauty, fragrance, 
tenderness, elegance, youthfulness and the like, With the 
object of favouring His worshippers, He (i, e, Nariyaya) 
causes this same form of His to assume such a configura- 
tion as is suited to the understanding of each of those 
(wworshippers)—Narayana who is the ocean of bound- 
less mercy, sweet disposition, affection and generosity, 
who is free from even the smallest taint of all that is evi 
who is free from all sin, who is the Highest Self, the High- 
est Brahman, and the Highest Person, By means 
of these passagesnamel 
this was in the beginning’ 
“The Self, indeed, this one only was in the beginning.” — 
[Ad, Up. I. 1.], “Indeed, Narayana alone then was, and 
not the (four-faced) Brahmi nor Fana",—[Mah, Up.1.]— 
and by means of others, (the Brahman) is made out to be 
the only cause of all the worlds ; and the essential nature 
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of that Highest Brakman is understood to be of this 
(above-mentioned) character with the help of such passages 
as—“The Brakman is Existence, Knowledge, Infini 
[ Tait. Up. 1.1], “The Brakman is knowledge and 
bliss.” [Brik, Up, HI, 9. 28.]. In the following and other 
scriptural passages, namely, “(That which is) without 
attributes, without taint."—[Adh, Up. 68.], “(This Self) 
is devoid of sin, is free from old age, free from death, free 
from sorrow, free from inunger, free from thirst, and desires 
the truth and wills the truth.” —[Crhand, Up, VIN. 1, 5. 
VIL. 7.1 & 3.J, “He has neither body nor senses, and 
there is seen neither His equal nor His superior ; Hix 
supreme power is revealed indeed ax varied and natural 
and_as consisting of knowledge, strength, and action.” 
—[Svet. Up. VL. 8.], “(May we know) that highest and 
greatest Lord of lords, who is the highest Deity of deities.” 

(Suet. Up. V1. 7.J, “He is the cause, the Lord of what 
is tho lord of the senses (i, ¢. of the jixa or the individual 
soul); He has no progenitor, and no superior,” —[ Suet, Up, 
V1. 0.J, “The omniscient Lord who creates all beings, gives 
them names, and, calling them (by thove names), ever con- 
tinues to be.’—[Zaitt, Ar. 1, 12. 7.], “1 know this 
great Person of sun-like lustre who is altogether beyond 
darknes Tait. Ar, MW. 7], “All the nimeshas 
were born out of the Person who has the Tustre of light- 
ning.” [Mf Nar. 1. 8.]; (in these and other passages), they’ 
(ie. the scriptures) deny—that the Highest Brahman 
possesses such qualities as belong to prakrii (or nature) 
and as deserve to be discarded ; (they deny) that He is 
associated with a body made up of pragriti and (thus) 
worthy of rejection, and that He has any association with 
the condition of being subject to the influence of derma, 
which has that (association with the body) at its root : 
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and then they declare that He possesses auspicious quali- 
ties and has a beautiful form. To bless His worshippers, 
the Divine Lord who is all-mereiful makes this same afore- 
said natural form of His assume, in accordance with: His 
‘own desire, the configurations of gods, men, &c., so that it 
may have’ that appearance which is suited to the under- 
standings of those (worshippers). The scripture speaks of 
this same fact thus:—* Although He ix unborn, He is born 
in various ways.” [Taitt, Ar. 11.12, 7.]. And the Siti 
also (say's the same thing) thus :—“Although Tam unborn, 
and inexhaustible in My own nature, and although 1 am: 
the Lord of all beings, taking up My own prakriti, Lam 
then bom again and again, by means of My own 
MAyd....s..for the protection of the good and: for the 
destruction of evildloers.” [B. G. IV, 6 & 8.], Indeed 
the good (here) are the worshippers, ‘The principal 
object of accomplishment is nothing other than their 
protection, But the destruction of evildoers is an 
object of secondary importance; because that is possible 
(to Him) even by merely willing it. ‘The expression ‘ My 
own prahriti means His own peculiar nature, The mean- 
ing «Taking up Hisown pecutiar nature, but not (taking 
up) the nature of those who are in samsdra, (He is born 
again and again)." The meaning of the expression ‘by 
means of My own maya’ is Uy means of thal mental power 
which is of the nature of Ilis own will. Lexicographers 
read the word mayd as synonymous also with knowledge 
(or jana) as when they <ay mavd vayunam jadnam, (Vide 
Nir Il. 9.}, Moreover the venerable Paraéara speaks (of 
this form of the Lord) thus :—“Wherever, O king, all these 
powers are established, that is another great form of the 
Lord, which is different from His Universal Form, He, out 
of His own playfulness, makes that (form of His), which is 
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possessed of all powers, actively manifest under the names 
of gods, animals and men, That (activity) is (intended) 
for the good of the worlds and is not produced by means 
~ by means of the effect of works operating 
[P. P. VI. 7. 70 to 72). And in the 
Mahabharata itis thus stated that even the incarnated 
form (of the Lord) isnot made up of prakriti (or matter):- 

“The body of this Highest Self is not aconfiguration of 
the collection of material elements.” Hence the Highest 
Brahman Himself is the possessor of that form which is 
of this description, and so this (form) also is: His own 
attribute. Consequently, He who abides within the 
brilliant orb of the Sun and within the eye is the Highest 
Self Himsell who ix other than the Sun and other indivi- 
dual selves, 


Sitra 22, Bhedavyapadesa:ichanyah, 

And he is different (from the Sun and other indivi- 
dual selves) because also there is the declaration of 
difference (between the Brahman on the one hand and 
the Sun and other individual selves on the other). 


‘The difference of this Highest Self from the sun-god 
and other individual selves is declared (in the scriptures). 
‘The following scriptural passages also, namely,—“He who, 
welling within the Sun, is within the Sun, whom the Sun 
does not know, whose body is the Sun, who internally 
rules the Sun—(He is thy internal ruler and immortal 
Self). He who, dwelling within 
the self, is within the self, whom the self does not know, 
whose body is the self, who internally rules the self—(He 
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is thy internal ruler and immortal Sel." (Madi, Brih. Up. 
IIL. 7, 9 to 22,]; “(He) whose body is the a&shara....whom 
the akshara does not know,...who is moving within the 
mrityn (or prakriti), whose body is mrityn, whom mrityu 
does not know,—He is the internal Self of all beings, He is 
free ftom all sins, He ix the Divine Lord, He is the one 

iriyana.” (Sub, Up. VIL, 1.]—(these) first point out 
that the individual selves form the body of this Highest Sel? 
who is free from sin, and then declare that He forms the 
internal Self of them all, ‘Therefore it is an established 
conclusion that the Supreme Self is altogether different 
fromall the individual selves from the four-faced Brahmi 
downwards, 


ADHIKARANA, VIiL, 
Akaiadhikarana, 


In the passage—“From whom all these beings are 
born'—[ Tailt, UpeU. 1, 1.],it is made out that the Brah- 
‘man is the cause of the world. . With the object of satisfy- 
ing the desire to know what that cause of the world is, that 
cause of the world has been pointed out in general terms 
(auch as Saf, Alman, Xe.) in the following passages :— 
"“Kxistence (or Sa/) alone, my dear child, this was in the 
beginning."—[Chhand. Up VE. 2. 1.]; # It created fejas 
[Chhand. Up. V1. 2. 3]; “The Self (or Atman), indeed, 
this ote only was in the beginning.........He created these 
worlds."—[Ait, Up.1. 1 & 2.J; “Indeed from that same 
Self (or Afmax) the spatial ether came into existence.” 
[Zaitt, Up. M1. 1}; and it has the nature of such a 
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special entity as is characterised by the peculiarities indicat- 
ed by the attribute of ‘seeing’ and the attribute of bliss 
consequently that (cause) has been declared to be the 
Brahman who is different from the pradhana (or matter), 
and from the individual self, and from other such things. 
Now, in the aphorism—That which is denoted by the 
word Akaia (is the Bralman), because His peculiar 
characteristies (are mentioned in the context in relation to 
what is denoted by that word) 
and in other aphorisms (following it), which make up the 
remaining portion of this quarter (of the first chapter), it 
(vin, that cause of the world) is denoted by means of 
(certain) particular terms such as Akasa, &c.; and then— 
even in discussions bearing upon what constitutes the cause 
of the world, and upon what possesses the sovereignty of 
the world, and upon such other things,—it isthe Brahman 
Himself who is declared to be the entity that is different 
from those intelligent and non-intelligent things, which are 
well known to be denoted by @&aéa and other words, and 
(it is He Himself) who is (also declared to be) possessed 
of the characteristics mentioned already. 


Siitra 23. Aktsastallingat. 


That which is denoted by the word Akasa (is the 
Brahman), because His peculiar characteristics (are 
mentioned in the context‘ in relation to what is denoted 
by that word). 


It is revealed in the Crhandogya to this effect: “What 
is the goal of this world ? And he (Pravahapa) stys in 
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reply—It is the Akasa; all these beings are, indeed, bom 
out of the Akaia; they go unto the Akasa at the end ; asthe 
Akaia is greater than all these beings, the Afaia is the best 
refuge.” [Chhand. Up.1. 9.1]. Here the doubt arises 
whether it is the well known element of akaia (or 
ether) itself that is denoted by the word Akasa, or whether 
it is the Brahman Himself as having the above-mentioned 
characteristics. It is perhaps held that it is the well known 
element of @haia. Why ? In the case of any thing that 
hhas to be made out altogether by means of a word, that 
same meaning (of it), which is established in accordance 
with the proper process of deriving the meanings of words 
and which is expressed by that word,—that alone hay to 
be accepted. Hence, the well known element of akeia 
(or ether) is itself the cause of the whole world which is 
made up of the totality of (all the) movable and immoy- 
able beings, Therefore the Brakman can not be other than 
that (aAdia), However, it has been already pointed out 
that the Brahmans distinct from the non-intelligent thing 
(inatter) as well as from the (intelligent) individual self, for 
the reason that He performs such acts of creation, &e, ax 
are invariably caused by (His) ‘seeing’ (i, ¢. willing). 
‘True, it was (so) pointed out ; but that (statement) is not 
Tight. Accordingly, when it is declared that— He from 
whom all these beings are born—That isthe Braziman.’— 
(Taitl. Up. TL. 1. 1,], then, it may be specially desired 
to know what that particular entity is which is the cause 
of the birth, &.,4°¢ of all those beings that are bom ; in 
such a case, that special entity is made known by means 
of the passage beginning with—“All these ee are 
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thus, the cause of the origin, &c., of the world is definitely 
determined to be nothing other than the @haia. It being 
so, Sat and other words which possess a general signifio- 
ance, and which are mentioned in the following passage 
among other passages also, namel istence (or Sat) 
alone, my dear child, this was in the begiuning"—[Ciyhand. 
Up. V1. 2.1,],—denote that same special entity @haia. In 
the passage—“The Self (or the Aéman),indeed, this one only 
was in the beginning."—fAil. Up. 1. 1.]—and in others, 
the word Atman is also wed. to signify that same thing 
(akdia). Indeed that word Aman also is not restricted 
to mean only intelligent beings. For example, there is the 
ystance—" The pot is myidtmaka (or made up of clay)." 
Since the word Aéman may be derived*®® from the root ap 
to pervade, the word Atman also signifies the akasa (or the 
ether) quite absolutely. Hence; when it is thus determined 
that the @Adia itself is the Braziman that forms the cause of 
the world, then the activity of ‘seeing’, &c., have to be 
understood in their figurative-sense so as to stiit that 
(clement of aaéa). If the cause of the world had been, 
as @ matter of fact, denoted only by Sat and other such 
general terms, then, in accordance with the import of 
‘seeing’, &c., (predicated in relation to it), that cause 
would have been specially made out to. be nothing other 
than a particular intelligent being. But by the word akata 
itself a characteristic entity is definitely pointed out ; 
and thus there is nothing else that has to be particularly 
understood (to be its import) as arising from the natural- 
ness of its meaning (in the context). Indeed, it may be 
said (here) that, in the passage—* From the Self the akaéa 
came into existence."—[Tailt, Up. UL. 1, 1.], the akata 
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itself is made out to be a produced effect, ‘Tme; in fact, 
dyn (air) and all other such things exist in two conditions, 
namely, the subtle condition and the gross condition, Of 
these the subtle condition of the element of akaéa cons 
tutes the cause; and its gross condition, the effect, ‘The 
meaning of the passage—“ From the Self the akaia came 
into existence,"—-[ Taitt. Up. U1. 1. 1.]—is, that from its 
subtle form, it became changed into its own gross form. 
By means of the passage beginning with All these 
beings are, indeed, born out of the akaia."—[{Chhand. Up. 
1.9, 14], it is declared that the whole world derives its 
existence from, and has its dissolution in, the daéa itself ; 
hence it ix determined that that same @aéa is indeed the 
Brahman that forms the cause of the world. -For whatever 
reason the Brahman ix not other than the well known 
clement of dhaia, for that same reason the (following scrip- 
tural) statements—“Tf this akaga be not bliss, &c."—[Taitl, 
Up. M. 7. 1), The akaia is, indeed, the evolver of name 
and form,” [Civand. Up. VIII. 14.1.]—and other such (state- 
ments) are also (seen to be) very appropriate. There 
fore the Brakman is not other than the well known 
element of akaia, 

If it be so held, we reply (thus):— That which is 
denoted by the word Akasa (is the Brahman), because 
His peculiar characteristics (are mentioned in the con- 
text in relation to what is denoted by that word).” [Ved. 
Sit, 1, 1. 23.]. That which is denoted by the word Adaia 
is that Highest Self Himself who has the characteristics 
already mentioned, and who is a different entity from the 
non-intelligent and well known clement of a&dia (ot 
ether). Why ? Because His peculiar characteristics (are 
mentioned in the context in relation to what is denoted 
by that word). ‘To be the only cause of all the 
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worlds, to be greater than all others, to be the best refuge, 
&c,—which are all the characteristics of the Highest 
Self,—are found mentioned (in the context under reference). 
Indeed, it is not posible for that non-intelligent thing, 
which is usually denoted by the well known word akaia, 
to be the cause of the world ; because it is not possible 
for an intelligent thing to be the produced effect of 
that (non-intelligent thing), And to be the best refuge is to 
be that highest object which is worthy of being attained 
by intelligent beings ; and to be this,—it is not possible for 
that non-intelligent thing which deserves to be discarded 
and which is opposed to all the desirable aims of life, And 
to be greater than all is to be unconditioned ; it is to be so 
reat by means of all the auspicious qualities as to remain 
unsurpassed by all, To be this also,—it is not possible for 
the non-intelligent thing, 

What has been stated to the effect that a specially: 
characteristic thing is mentioned by means of the word 
Akasa, in response to the query to know what that parti= 
cular object is which forms the cause of the world, and 
that, in consequence, every thing else (in the context) has 
to be explained so as to exactly agree with that (@aia) 
itself,—that is improper ; because, in the passage.—“ All 
these beings are, indeed, born out of the Akaéa."—[Chhand. 
Up. 1. 9. 1., that (Akaéa) is pointed out as if it were (a 
thing) already well known, Indeed, to mention a thing as 
if it were well known implies that there is some other 
means of knowing it. And the other means of knowledge 
(here) are, indeed, the following passage and other similar 
‘ones :—" Existence alone, my dear child, this was in the 
beginning.” [Gphand. Up. VI. 2, 1,]. And they declare 
the Brahman to be altogether the same as has been al- 
ready mentioned, Accordingly, the Braman established 
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by those (passages) is pointed out by the word Akaia as if 
it were a well known thing, And it is also possible for 
the Highest Brahman to be denoted by the word 
Akaia,s°* in as much as He possesses the power of 
illuminating things, that is, in as much as He is tumin- 
ous to Himself and also causes other things to shine. 
Further, this word Akaia, even when it is capable of 
importing a particular (well known) entity, denotes that 
particular non-intelligent thing which it is not possible 
to think of ax forming the cause of the intelligent thing. * 
Such excerpts from scriptural passages as the following 
among others, namely 


[Tait 
6. 1.], enable us to know that peculiar Being 
characterised by the attribute of omniscience and 
the attribute of ing the truth, &c.; and now to 
cause, by means of that (akaéa), the import of those scrip- 
tural passages, which are capable of proving that (Bei 
tobe other than what that (import) really is,—this is not 
(certainly) within the province of correct reasoning. Simi- 
larly, it is not also possible to make the common import 
of those numerous passages, which are capable of denot- 
ing that peculiar Being thus characterised by peculiar and 
endless attributes, become something other than what 
that (import) really: is, through the influence of a single 
passage which is merely a restatement (of something that 
has been already taught). 
Tt has been stated that the word Aman is not absolute- 
ly restricted to mean intelligent beings; because it is seen 
(tobe ued otherwise) in the instance— The pot is m 
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almaka (or made up of clay).” In reply to this it is said 
thus:—No doubt, the word A¢man is, in some cases, used 
even so as to denote things other than what is intelligent, 
Nevertheless, the word A/man is very largely used +0 as to 
denote that (intelligent entity) which forms the correlative 
of the body. Consequently, that intelligent entity it- 
self which is correlated to the body is made out to be 
mentioned in the following and other passages, namely, 
“The Self (or Aman), indeed, this one only was in the be- 
ginning."—[Ait. Up 1, 1.]; “From the Seli, the akaia (or 
the spatial ether) came into existence,” [Zaitt, Up. 1. 1. 
1,], For example, although the word go (i.¢. ox) may ex- 
press many things, that thing alone which has the dewlap 
‘and other such (characteristics) is naturally and of itself ap- 
prehended thereby, on account of its being largely used (to 
signify that thing): and to apprehend its other meanings, it 
isnecessary to have a special mention made of each (of those 
meanings) in particular, Similarly, each of the following 
and other particular scriptural passages, namely, ‘He 
ay Icreate the worlds."—[Ait. Up. 1, 1,], “He 
lay T become manifold and be born,"—{Taitt, 
Up. 11, 6. 1.]—themselves confirm that it (viz, the word 
Atman) signifies nothing other than that intelligent entity, 
which is of itself arrived at (from the common use of that 
word) and: forms (alsa) the correlative of the body. 

‘Thus the Brakman—who forms the only cause of all 
the worlds, and who is'characterised by many such wonder- 
{ul attributes, 1 are peculiar to none other than Himself, 
and as are made out by means of excerpts from scriptural 
passages,—is Himself established by means of the passage 
beginning with— Existence alone, my dear child, &c." 
—[Ghhand. Up. V1. 2. 1.], And itis thus a settled con- 
slusion that (that Brakman) Himself is pointed out by 


hitp/acharya.org 


Adhik. 1X. Sat, 24. Sri-Buisuva. 7 


means of the word Akaéa, in the passage beginning with— 
“All these beings are indeed (bom out of the Akasa)'— 
(Ghhand, Up. 1. 9. 1}, as if He were already well known, 


ADHILKARANA, 1X. 
Pranadhikarana, 


‘Sitra 24. Ata eva pris 


For that same reason (which has been given in the 
case of Akasa), He who is denoted by the word Prana 
{also in the context#9? is the Brahman). 


After commencing the context by means of the states 
ment—"O thou frastotri, that deity which invariably 
attends the prasidoa, Sc.",—4"* it is revealed in the 
Chhandogya to this effect :—“ Which is that deity? He 
said —AIndeed it is the Praga. All these beings certainly’ 
enter into the Prara (to be absorbed into it) ; they are 
evolved out ofthe Praga. Thisis that deity which invaria 
bly attends the prastava, And if, without knowing that deity, 
yon had sung (your) psalms of praise, your head would 
have fallen off’.’—(Cihand. Up.1. 10.9. & 1.11.4 & 5.) 
Here the word Prapa also denotes, like the word Akata,the 
Highest Self Himself who is other than the ordinarily well 
known praia (or vital air); because this (prima) is deseribed 
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(in the contest), asifit were a well known thing, by means 
of the characteristics of the whole world entering into 
itvand coming out of it, &e., which are not (at all) common 
to it, 

However, there may also be an additional objection 
(here) to the effect that, since the whole of the totality of 
beings is seen to have its existence and activity depend. 
ent upon the priea, the ordinarily well known frava 
(or vital air) itself deserves to be pointed out as the cause 
ofthe world. And the invalidation (of this objection) 
is to the effect that the statement—All these:beings 
certainly enter into the Pra (to be absorbed into 
it), they are evolved out of the Praya,”—[Chhand. 
Up. 1. 11, 5.J—can not be appropriate in relation 
to stones and sticks, as also in relation to the essen- 
tial nature of the intelligent thing (viz, the individual 
self); because it (viz. that pridma) does not exist (in 
them), ‘Therefore the word Pritva (here) denotes the 
Highest Brahman Himself for the reason that it is to 
be understood as that which gives lite to all beings, 

Consequently, it is a demonstrated conclusion that the 
Highest Brakman Himself—who is altogether different 
from the ordinarily well known ahaa (or ether), prana (or 
vital air), and other such things, who is the only cause 
of all the worlds, who possesses infinite myrinds of auspi- 
cious qualities, such as the quality of being free from sin, 
the quality of ommiscience, the quality of willing the truth, 
Ko,—is denoted (here) by such words as Akaia, Prana, 
&e, 
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ADHIKARANA. X. 
Svotiradhikarana. 


Hereaiter, by means of the aphorism— That which 
is denoted by the word /yotis (is the Brakman), because 
there is the mention of (His) feet (in a connected context)'— 
[Ved, Sat. 1, 1. 23.) and by means of the other aphorisms 
(following it), it is declared that that Jyotis (or Light), 
which is characterised by at least a certain unsurpassn« 
ble quality: invariably associated with what constitutes. the 
cause of the world, and which is alo denoted: by 
Indra and other words that are ordinarily well known to 
refer to other things, is the Highest Brakman Himself, 


Siitra 25. Jyotiizharayabhidnandt. 


That which is denoted by the word Jyotis (is the 
Brahman), because there is the mention of (Mis) feet (in 
a connected context). 


Ibis revealed in the Chhandogya to this effect:—“ Now 
that Light which shines beyond this Highest. Heaven, be- 
yond all the things in the universe, beyond the whole uni- 
vente, in the highest worlds than which there are no higher 
‘worlds, that is that same Light indeed which is within 
this person.” [Ghhand: Up. 111. 13. 7.). Here there arises 
the doubt whether that thing which is denoted by the 
word: /volis (or Light), which is associated with unsurpassa- 
ble brilliance and forms that <ame well known light which 
belongs to the sun-god and others,—(whether that) is the 
Brakman that forms the cause of the world ; or whether 
that (thing) is the Highest Person, who ix altogether 
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distinct from the aggregate of intelligent and non-intelli- 
gent things, who is the highest cause, who has un- 
limited splendour, who is omniscient and wills the 
trath, Itis perhaps thought right to hold that it is the 
ordinarily well known light iteli (which is denoted 
by the word Jyoti). Why ? Because, although it (viz, 
Jyotis) is deseribed as if it were an already well known 
thing, there are not found mentioned in the passage in 
which it occurs any such characteristics as are invariably 
associated with the Highest Self, in the same way in which 
(they are seen to be so associated) with (what is denoted 
by) Akata, Praga, and other such words ; and itis not, 
in consequence, possible to derive (from that context) any’ 
Knowledge which leads to the recognition of the Highest 
Person (therein) : and because also that (/yvtis itsel() is 
taught to be the same as the digestive heat in the 
stomach. The ordinarily well known light itself has 
(thus) to be the Brahman that forms the cause of the 
world ; for, there is associated with it (also) that unsur- 
passable splendour which is invariably concomitant with 
‘What constitutes the caw (of the world). 

If it be so held, we state in reply— That which is de- 
noted by the word Jyotis (is the Brahman), because there 
is the mention of (Hix) feet (in a connected contest),” 
(Wed. Sat. 1.1. 23-J. ‘That § Light’, which is described as 
being related to the Highest Heaven and is associated 
with unsurpassable *plendour, is the Highest Person Him- 
self, Why? Because, in the passage— All. beings make 
up His one foot ; His three immortal feet are in the High- 
est Heaven.”—[Qikand. Up. 111. 12.6,), all beings are de- 
Clared to form the foot of this same entity who is in rela~ 
tion with the Highest Heaven, What ix said is: this 
In the passage—“ That Light which is beyond the Highest 
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Heaven, &e.’—[Ghhand. Up, 111. 13.7], the peculiar ehar- 
acteristics of the Highest Person are certainly not mention- 
ed; nevertheless, itis recognised that, since the Highest Per- 
son is mentioned in a former passage (in the sume con- 
text) as being related to the Highest Heaven, this Light 
also which isrelated to that Highest Heaven is that Person 
Himself, And in the teaching that that (fyotis) is one 
with the digestive heat of the stomach, there is nothing 
wrong; because it (vir, that teaching) is a command- 
mnent enjoining the continued meditation of that (Highest 
Person) in the form of that (digestive heat) for the 
purpose of attaining the fruition of a desired result. 
And that the digestive heat of the stomach has the 
character of that (Highest Person) is declared by the 
Lord Himself in the passage—“ Becoming the vatiod 
nara,s°? T well in the bodies of all living beings,” 
(B. GX. 14). 


Siitra 26. Chhandobhidhindnneti:tenna tathiele- 
torpazanigamat tathihidarsanam, 


If it be said that, on account of the metre (known as 
the gayatri) being mentioned (in the context, the Light 
or Jyotis described above is) not (the Brahman), it is not 
(right to say) so; because the teaching (here) relates to 
the concentration of the mind (on the Brahman) concely- 
ed as that same (gayatri): indeed the scripture declares 
it accordingly. 


Ina former passage (in the same context), the metre 
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known asthe yayatrtis mentioned in the statement—“The 
Gayatrs indeed is all this.’ —[Cohand.. Up. 111. 12. 14); and 
this Rek-verse also, which is then quoted after the 
statement—“Therefore this same (Gayatri known as 
the: Brahman) ix also declared in a Rik? verse.’ — 
[Ghhand. Up. TH. 12. 5.] to the effect—“ Such is His great- 
ness." —[Chhaud. Up. IIL. 12. 6.]y~relates to (that) 
metre: hence, here (i.e. im the passage under discussion) 
there is no mention of the Highest Person. If it be +o 
held, (it is replied that) it cannot be (right to maintain) 
+0, "Because the teaching (here) relates to the concen 
tration of the mind (on the Brahman) conceived as that 
same (giyatri).”” Here it is not merely the motte 
(gayatr)) that is denoted by the word Gayatri ; because 
it is impossible for what is merely a metre to form 
the Self of all, But on the other hand, it is taught 
here that the mind as concentrated on the gayairtis to be 
applied to the Brakman Himself, The meaning is— 
that, for the purpose of attaining the fruition of the desir- 
ed result, it is taught in relation to the Brahman that. He 
isto be continuously conceived and meditated upon ax 
being similar: to.the gayatri, And from the passaage— 
“All beings make up His one foot; His three immortal 
feet are in the Highest Heaven'—[Gjhand, Upo11.12, 
6.], there arises a similarity: between the Bralman who 
(thus) has four feet sand the gayatr? which also has four 
feet’ And the: gayatr? (metre) with four feet ix met with 
occasionally, as in the following instance 
Indrastachipatih | 
Valenapiditak | 
Duschyavano vrisha | 
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‘« Indeed (the scripture declares it) accordingly "that is 
elsewhere alsoa word which ordinarily:denotes a metre is 
wed to denote other things, in consequence: ofits simi- 
larity with them ; for example, in connection with the 
vidya (or the form of worship) in.which the vital, air 
is enjoined to be meditated upon and . worshipped .as 
having the quality of absorbing all things at once into 
itvelf, it is declared, in the passage beginning with— 
“Now these five and the other five make ten)=«2 
[Giand. Up. WV. 3. 8.], that “this same (ten-syllabled 
inetre) viraj (Which consists of ten constituent parts) is 
that which eats the food (consisting of ten parts),” 
{Ghhand. Up. 1. 3. 8.]. 


For the following reason also, what is denoted by. the 
word Gayatr? is the Brahman Himself: 


Siitra 27. Bhitidipidavyapadesopapatteschaivam., 


Because also it is appropriate only thus to declare 
that (intelligent) beings and other objects form the feet 
(of the Gayatri). 


4411, Haliyudhabhagta quotes these Indraitechspati | 
lines almost ae they are given above Vala siitoh | 
{nbs commentary under the following: 
aphorism of Pingula in his work on 
Sanskrit prosody: Adyem chatushpse 
itnbbit. Ure the metre knows 25 
Gipotrt ie said to consist of four 
partsof six syllables each, And in 
Musration of thie the folloning 
‘example i given — 
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After pointing out the (intelligent) beings, the earth, 
the body, and the heart (to form the feet of the Gavatri), 
there i this teaching which is given to the effect—“ This 


above-mentioned (Gayatri) has four feet."—[Chhand. Up. 
TIL 12. 


and such (a teaching) can be highly appropriate 
ly in relation to the Brahman Himself, who is (here) 
denoted by the word Gayatri. 


Siitra 28, Upadesabhedannetichennobhayasminnapy- 
avirodhat. 


If it be said that, on account of there being a differ- 
ence hetween the (two) teachings (givenin the context, 
what is denoted by the word Jyotis or Light) is not (the 
Brahman), it cannot be (right to say) so; because even 
in both those (teachings) there is nothing that is contra~ 
dictory (of each other). 


In a former passage (in the same context), namely,— 
“His three immortal feet are in the Highest Heaven 
(divi).’—[Chhand, Up, WU. 12. 6], the Highest Heaven 
(dyn) is pointed out as the position of Tocation ; and here 
(ive. in the passage under reference), viz.—" Beyond the 
Highest. Heaven, (dival)”—[Chhand. Up. WI. 13.7 
(viz, that Highest Heaven) is indicated to be a boundary ; 
and thus the teaching has different forms, Consequently’ 
that Brahman who is declared in the previous. pas 
sage cannot be recognised in the subsequent one, 
If it be so held, (it is replied that) it cannot be so; 
because even in (regard to) both those teachings there is 
similarity in the nature of their import, and there 
is thus nothing to hinder such a recognition. For an 
(analogous) example, there is this inetance—“ The hawk 
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is on the top of the tree,” and—“The hawk is above 
the top of the tree.” Therefore, the Highest Person 
Himself, who is possessed of unsurpassable splendour, ix 
declared to be that Jyolis (or Light) which is resplend- 
ent beyond the Highest Heaven. And the Highest 
Person is declared to have four feet in this passage,— Such 
is His greatness, Greater than that is the Purusha, All 
beings make up His one foot. His three immortal feet 
are in the Highest Heaven.” [R. V.X. 0. 3.& Ghhand, 
Up. Tl. 12. 6): and He is also declared to have an im- 
material form in the passage—“I know this 
of sunlike lustre who is beyond darkness. 
IIL 12, 7); and the splendour belonging to such (a 
Person) is also non-material. Consequently, it is 
faultless to say that, owing to His possessing that (splen- 
dour), He Himself is denoted by the word Jvotis (or Light 
here). 


ADHIKARANA, XI. 
Indrapriésadhikarana. 


Ithas been stated that that which ix associated with 
‘unstpassable splendour, which is denoted by the word Jyo- 
tis (or Light), and which is pointed out asifit were a well- 
known thing, is the Highest Person Himself. Now, he (the 
Sttrakara) says} that what are denoted alo by Judra, 
Prana and other such words, and are declared in the serip- 
tures to constitute objects of worship, owing to their forming 
the means of attaining that immortality which is invariably 
associated with what constitutes the cause of the world, — 
(they) are (all the same as) the Highest Person Himself, 
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That which is denoted by Priva (Indra and othor 
such words is the Brahman), because it is so understood 
in the sequel. 


In the Kaushitaki-Brakmara, the context**® dealing 
with the vidya (or form of worship) taught to Pratargana 
is begun with the passage—" Now Pratardana, the son 
of Divodisa, went to the favourite abode of Indra by 
means of battle and valour" ; and therein it is remarked 
by Pratardana to Indra, who had asked him to choose 
boon, —* You yourself choose for me that boon which y 
think is most beneficial to man"; and thereafter, it is 
declared thus (in the same context) :—“ He «aid—Indeed, 
Tam the Priya and the omniscient Self. Worship and 
meditate on me as life, as immortality’.” [Kaush. Up. II, 
1) 

Here the doubt arises whether this Being, who is de~ 
noted by the words Jndra and Praga to be the object 
of such worship as is most beneficial (to man), is the indi- 
vidual self himself; or whether He is the Supreme Self who. 
is other than the individual self, It is perhaps thought 
right to hold that that (Being) is the individual self him- 
self, Why? Because the word Zndra is ordinarily well 
known to denote only a particular individual self, and the 
word Prava alo which is grammatically equated with 
that (word Indra) signifies that same (individual self), 
When this individual self having the name of Indra wae 
told by Pratardana to the effect—“ You yourcelf choose 
for me that boon which you think is most. benefi- 


483. The content referred to here Brakmans-Upanishad. 
i the third chapter of the Aiswied?- 
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cial to’ man."—[Kaush, Op. WH. 1), he (i & Indra) 
taught the worship of himself as being the most beneficial 
by saying— Worship me.” [Kaush. Up. W113. And 
what is most beneficial (here) is nothing other than what 
forms the means for the attainment of immortality. That 
the worship of that (Being), which is the cause of the 
world, forms the means for the attainment of immortality, 
is made out from this passage—" So long as he is not freed 
(from the body), so long there is delay ; then he will be 
Dlessed." [Chhand. Up. VI. 14.2.) ‘Therefore the well 
known Indra himself who has the nature of an individual 
self is thiat Brahman who forms the cause of the world, 

To this supposition there is this reply —* That 
Which is denoted by Praza (Zndra and other such words 
{s the Braman); becawe it is so understood in the sequel, 
(Ved, Sat, 1. 1, 29.) This Being who ix denoted by 
the words Jndra and Prapa is not merely the individual 
self; but, on the other hand, He is the Highest Brahman 
who isa different entity from the individual self; because it 
is only on such a supposition that that meaning in the 
sequel becomes appropriate which is derived from the 
grammatical equation of what is in the very commence- 
ment denoted by the words Zandra and Praga with the 
words ananda (blissful), ajara (undecaying), and amrita 
(immortal), ax mentioned in the scriptural passage— 
“That same Préa is the onmiscient Self who is blissful, 
undecaying and immortal.” (Kaush. Up. 11. 9. 


Satra 30. Navakturdtmopadesaditichedadhyatma- 
sambandhabhii mahyasmin. 


If ite said that. on account of the speaker (Indra) 
declaring himself (to be the object of worship, what it 
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denoted by the words Indra and Prarais) not (the Brah- 
‘man, it is replied that it cannot be right to say so); be- 
cause there is here (in this context) the mention of a mul- 
titude of attributes belonging to the Inner Self. 


What has been stated to the effect that He who is 
denoted by the words Jndra and Prana is the Supreme 
Brakman, in as much ax He is that same entity that is im- 
ported by the passage—“He jis blissful, undecaying, and 
immortal.’ —[Kaush, Up. 111, 9.],—that is not appropriate; 
because Judra, who is the speaker in the passages—"“Know 
me alone.’—[Kaush, Up, UL, 1.) and—"1 am the Priga 
and the onmniscient self, Meditate on me as life, as immor- 
tality.'—[Kaush, Up. 1. 1.],—teaches Pratardana that he 
himself, who is made out to be of the nature of an indivi- 
dual selfon account of his having killed ‘Tvashtra and of 
having done other (stch acts) as are stated in the following 
passage among others—namely—“I killed the three-headed 
‘Tvashtra";—[(Kaush. Up. 11. 1], is undoubtedly the 
object of worship (sought after). Hence, it having been 
understood in the beginning (of the context) that he (Indra) 
is a particular individual self, the conclusion (of that 

xt) with—“He is blissful, undecaying and immortal, 
&e."—[Kaush, Up. IIL. 9.)—has (necessarily) to be inter- 
preted in conformity with that (commencement). 

When itis so held, he (the Sitrakara) disproves (such a 
supposition) by saying—** Because there is here (in this 
context) the mention of a multitude of attributes belong- 
ing to the Inner Self."" ‘That related quality which 
exists in the Self is the attribute of the Inner Self. Its 
‘ multitudinousness' is its abundance. ‘The meaning is that 
it is manifold. This manifoldness of the related quality 
results from the manifoldness of the things which are 
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related to the Self so as to be contained in Him. And 
this (manifoldness of attributes) is indeed possible only in 
relation to the Highest Self taken to be the speaker here, 
Thus, in the passage—“ Just as, in a chariot, the circum- 
ference (of a wheel) is fixed to the spokes and the spokes 
are fixed to the nave, so also these subtle material elements 
(bhhtamatras) are made to depend on the subtle intelli- 
gences (frajadmatras), and the subtle intelligences are 
made to depend upon the Prdza, This same Prana Him- 
self is the omniscient Self, who is blissful, undecaying, 
and immortal.” [Kawsh, Up. 111, 9.],—the whole collection 
of non-intelligent things is denoted by the word bhatamatra; 
then by means of the word prajaamatra the whole series 
Of intelligent individual selves is denoted as forming the 
‘support of those (non-intelligent things); then it is pointed 
out that the subject of the context denoted by the words 
Indra and Prana forms the support of those (intelligent 
individual selves) also ; and: (finally), it (viz, that context) 
teaches that that same Being is “blissful, undecaying, and 
immortal.’ ‘The meaning is, that this quality of being the 
support of all the things, which consist of the intelligent 
and the non-intelligent entities, is appropriate only in 
relation to that Highest Self who is a different entity from 
the individual self, 

Or, in the expression—* Because there is here (in 
thi8‘context) the mention multitude of attributes be 
longing to the Inner Seif, “the attributes of the Inner 
Self’ are thove attributes which are the peculiar charac 
teristics of the Highest Self, Their ‘multitudinousness, 
that is, their manifoldnessis indeed found ‘here’, that is, in 
the present context. Accordingly, at the outset it is made 
out in the passages—“ You yourself choose for me that 
boon which you think is most beneficial to man,”—[Kawsi, 
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Op ML.1.] and —“Worship me."—[Kaush, Up. WJ, that 
the Indra, who is denoted’ by the word Prava, is the 
object of that peculiar worship of the Highest Self, which 
forms the means for the attainment of final release. Simi- 
larly, to be the Impeller of all activities, in accordance with 
the passage—'*He of Himself induces him, whom He wishes 
to lead beyond these worlds, to do work which is good ; 
He of Himself induces him, whom He wishes to lead 
downwards, to do work which is not good."—[Kansh. Up. 
TIL. 9.], is also an attribute of the Supreme Self. alvo 
to be the support of all, in accordance with the passage— 
“ Just as, ina chariot, the circumference (of a wheel) ix 
fixed to the spokes, and the spokes are fixed to the nave, 
so also these subtle material elements are made to depend 
upon the subtle intelligences, and the subtle intelligences 
are made to depend upon the Prava,"—[Kansh, Up, 
IIL. 9.]—is an attribute of Himself, Similarly again those 
attributes, which are found mentioned in the passage— 
iis same Praga Himself is the omniscient Self who 
ix blissful, undecaying and immortal."—[Kaush. Up, 
IIL, 9.], belong to that Supreme Self Himself, And 
these (attributes) also, namely, that ‘He is the Lord of 
all the worlds” and that “He is the Lord of all” 
[Kaush, Up. U1. 9.],—are possible only in relation to 
the Supreme Self. Consequently, in ax much as the 
attributes of the Supreme Self are here abundantly men- 
tioned, it is the Supreme Self Himself who ix denoted by 
the words Jndra and Prana here. 


To point out how under such a circumstance it be= 
comes appropriate for Indra, who is well known to be of 
the nature of an individual self, to. teach that he himselt 
is the object of worship,—he (the Siérakara) say 
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‘And the teaching (in the context)is, asin the case of 
Vamadeva, in accordance with the view found in the 
scripture, 


This teaching, which, in the statements—“ Know me 
alone”—[Kaush. Up, 111.1] and—"Worsbip me"-[Kaus/. 
Up.11. 1], is given to the effect that his own self is the 
Brahman scho has to be worshipped,is not derived from that. 
seli-knowledge which is obtained from other means of proof 
(than the scripture); but, on the other hand, it iy the result 
of the self-knowledge which is derived from the scripture 
itself, What is said is this:—In accordance with the follows 
ing and other similar passages, namely,—“ Entering in 
along with this individual self, which is (also) the same as 
Myself, I evolve the differentiations of name and form — 
(Ohhand. Up. VI. 3. 2), “AM Chat for its Self,” — 
[Chhand. Up, V18.7.), “ He who has entered within is 

ruler of all things that are born, and is the Self of all. 
(Taitt, Ar, I, 21.], “He who, dwelling in the self, ix withs 
inthe self, whom the self does not know, whose body 
is the self, and who internally rules the self, &c.”—[Madh. 
Brit, Up. M1. 7. 22.), “ He is the internal Self of all beings, 
He is devoid of sin, He is the Divine Lord, He is the One 
Niriyana,’—[ Sud, Up. VIL.t.J, he (i.e. Indra) had in mind 
that the Supreme Self owns the individual selves ax His 
body, and knew alo that the words Z, Zou, and others, 
which denote individual selves, include the Supreme Self 
Himself within their import ; and thereafter, by means of 
the scriptural statements—"" Know me alone"—[Kaush. 
Up. ML, 1.] and—* Worship me "—[Kaush. Up. 1. 1.] 
he tamght that none other than the Supreme Self who has 
(Indra) himself for His body forms the object of worship. 
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41s in the case of Vamadeva.”* That is, Vamadeva 
realised that the Highest Brahman forms the internal 
Self of all things and that all things form His body, and 
that those words which denote material embodiments in- 
clude the embodied in their import ; and then he -indicated 
the Highest Brahman who has himself (i. ¢. Vimadeva) 
for His body by the word ‘1’; and (lastly) he taught, with 
the help of a grammatical equation with that (‘I’), that he 
(himself) was Manu, the sun, &c, in the following and other 
passages :—" After seeing this (Brahman), the sage 
Vamadeva experienced—I have become Manu and the 
sun also."—[Brih. Up. 1. 4. 10, “1 am the sage and 
seer Kakshivat,” [R. V, IV. 26. 1.]. And Prablida also 
says the same thing thy ince the Infinite One exists 
in all things, I am also none other than He ; all things 
proceed from me, I am all things and all things exist. in 
me who am eternal.” [¥. P. 1. 19. 85.J- 


After previously stating an objection (that may be 
raised against his position), he (the Siérakara) gives below 
the reason why, in this context, the words that denote the 
individual self and denote also certain non-intelligent things 
(such as the Arava or the principal vital air) are used to 
denote the Highest Brahman who forms the object of 
worship. 


Sitra 32. Jivamukhyapranaliagannetichennopasa~ 
traividhyidairitatvadihated yogat. 


lf it be said that, on account of the characteristics 
of the individual self and of the principal vital air (being 
mentioned in the context), there is mo (reverence to the 
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Brahman here at all, it is replied that) it cannot be 
(right to say) so; because the worship (of the Brah~ 
man) has a threefold nature; because (elsewhere) this 
(threefold nature of His worship) is taken for granted: 
and because here (i. ¢. in the present context also) that 
(seme kind of worship) may be appropriately referred to. 


The characteristics of the individual self are mention- 
edin the following and other passages :— Let no man 
specially desire to know what speech is, let him under- 
stand who the speaker is,’—[Kaush, Up. 111, 8.]; “1 killed 
the three-headed ‘Tvashtra; I handed over the devotees, 
(named) Aruimukhas to the wolves,’—[Kaush, Up, U1, 
1,], The characteristics of the principal vital air are given. 
in the following passages :—“ So long as the praxa dwells 
in this body, so long surely there is life.’—[Kaush. Ups 
II, 1,]; “Now indeed the sentient praya, firmly taking 
hold ofthis body, makes it rise up.’—[Kaush, Up, IL, 2.]. 
I it be said that, in consequence, there is here (i e. in this 
context) no mention (really) of a multitude of attri- 
butes belonging to the Inner Self, (it is replied that) it 
cannot be +0 for this reason, namely, that the worship 
(of the Brahman) has a threefold nature. The denota- 
tion (of the Brahman) by means of certain particular 
words (in this context) is meant to teach the threefold 
nature of (His) worship. ‘The meaning is that it is 
meant to serve the object of teaching the three kinds of 
continued meditation (in relation to the Brahman), name- 
ly, the continued’ meditation of the Brakman as forming 
the only cause of all the worlds in accordance with His 
‘own essential nature ; the continued meditation (of the 
Brakman) as having the whole series of enjoyers (or the 
individual selves) for His body ; and the covtinyed medi- 
35 . 
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tation (of the Brakman) as having the enjoyable (material) 
things and the ausiliary (material) helps to enjoyment for 
His body. This same threefold continued meditation of 
the Brakman is taken for granted in other (scriptural) 
contexts also, In the following and other passages, 
namely,—"The Brakman is Existence, Knowledge, Infi- 
nity.’"—[Taitt, Up. UL.1.1.|—and “The Brahman is bliss,’ — 
[Taitt. Up. 11. 6, 1], the continued meditation (of the 
Brakman) as He is in His own essential nature (is taken 
for granted). In the following and other passages, namely, 
—“ Having created it, He entered into it; having entered 
into it, He became the sa/ and the ¢yat, the defined and 
the undefined, the possessor of a home and the homeless 
one, the intelligent thing and the non-intelligent thing. 
While being the unchangeable individual self (satya) and 
the changeable matter, He has (nevertheless) remained true 
to His own nature.” [Zaitt. Up.11. 6. 1.],—the continued 
meditation (of the Brahman) as having the enjoyers (or 
the individual selves) for His body and also as having the 
enjoyable (material) things and the (material) auxiliaries of 
enjoyment for His body, (is taken for granted), The mean- 
ing is that here, that is, in the (present) context also, this 
threefold meditation of the Brahman is appropriate. What 
is said is this :—Wherever particular individual selves from 
the four-faced Brahma downwards and particular non- 
intelligent things from the pradriti downwards are found 
mentioned in association with the peculiarly charac 
teristic attributes of the Supreme Self,—or wherever 
the words denoting them (i.¢. those intelligent indivi- 
dual selves and those non-intelligent things) are seen to be 
grammatically equated with the words denoting the 
Supreme Self;— in all such cases, what is intended to be 
taught is the continued meditation of the Brahman as form- 
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ing the Inner Self of those particular intelligent and 
non-intelligent entities, Consequently, it is an established 
conclusion that he who is denoted by the words Zndra 
and Prapa here (i.e. in the context under reference) is 
the Supreme Self Himelf, who i a different entity from 
the individual selves. 
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ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS VOLUME, 


A, M, Nar.—=Atharva-Mahanarayana-Upanishad. 
Adh, Up.=Adhyatma-Upanishad. 
Adhik.Adhikarana, 

Ait. Ar.—Aitareya-Aranyaka. 

Ait, Br-—<Aitareya-Brahmana, 

Ait. Up. Aitareya-Upanishad, 

Ath, Up.=Atharvasira-Upanishad, 

A, S.=Atmasiddhi of Yamunacharya, 
Ap. Dh, =Apastamba-Dharma-Satras, 
Ap, Sr—Apastamba-Srauta-Satras. 
AS, St Aivalayana-Srauta-Satras. 
B. Ge Bhagayad-Gita, 

|. Up.=Brihadaranyaka-Upanishad, 
Brah, Up-=Brahma-Upanishad. 


Kath, Up—Katha-Upanishad. 
Kap, Brih. Up.Brihadaranyaka-Upanishad, 
Kanva recension, 

Ken, Up.—Kena-Upanishad. 
Kaush, Up-—Kaushitaki-Brabmana-Upanishad, 
M. Bh,—Mahabharata, 
M, Nar.—Taittiriya-Mahanarayana-Upanishad, 
Mah, Up.Maha-Upanishad. 
Manu=Manusmriti. 
Madh. Brih, Up-—Brihadaranyaka-Upanishad, 

_ Madhyandina recension, 
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ABBREVIATIONS. 


n.=foot-note. 

nn.=foot-notes. 

Nir—Nirukta of Yaska. 
Papini.—Ashtadhyayi of Panini, 

Por. Mim=Parva-Mimams4 aphorisms of Jaimini, 
Pr. Up—Praina-Upanishad. 

R. V.=Rigveda-Samhita. 

t. Br.=Satapatha-Brahmana. 

vet, Up.=Svetaivatara-Upanishad. 

Sub. Up=Subala-Upanishad, 

Sat. =Satra, 

Taitt. Ar.=TaittirivasAranyaka, 

Taitt. Br.—Taittinya-Brahmana, 

Taitt. Samh.—Taittiriya-Samhita. 

‘Taitt. Up.=Taittiriya-Upanishad, 

V. Dh=Vishgu-Dharma, 
P.=Vishnu-Purina, 

ij. Samh-—Vajasaneyi-Samhita. 

‘Ved, Sat.=Vedinta-Sitras of Bidarayana, 
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Tue FoLtowine 1s THe System oF TRANS: 
LITERATION ADOPTED IN THIS WORK. 


Vowels. Equivalents and Pronunciation, 


a a in mica, 
we 4 » father (father), 
t i » give. 
t 1 a police (police). 
s w ” put. 
e a » rule (rile), 
es of Fs gridiron or critique, 
x oo A the above prolonged. 
a oti » revelry (revelri), 
a In ” the above prolonged. 
e 4 prey. 
& ai = aisle, 
a oo rf note. 
at alike ou loud. 
Consonants. Equivalents and Pronunciation, 
e k in kind, 
a kh - ink-hom (inkhorn). 
Ks g on gun. 
a gh - log-hut (loghut). 
= a f ‘king (kif). 
2 ch a such. 
a chh ‘i church-hill (churchhitl), 
a j » jump. 
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TRANSLITE! [ON. 


Consonants, Equivalents and Prominciation, 


AD SN OS AG ASSL SLA Ae Ot Ong At 


Lae ie hhedge-hog (hejhog). 
a s singe (sinj), 

' ” cat (cat). 

th az ant-hill (anthill), 

q ” dance (dance), 

dh ” red-haired (redhaired), 
n ay bind (bind). 

t liketh ,, kith, 

th ‘ nuthook (more dental), 
@ like th ,, this, 

ah 4 adhere (more dental). 
a ij nut. 

P » pot. 

ph » uphill, 

» » | bear, 

bh cae abhor. 

m is map. 

y ” Toyal. 

r a rod. 

he tikes 

vew 4» waver. 

5 ” sure (ure). 

sh 5 . 

5 a sir. 

h v hear. 


1h (@spirate)_ Symbol for the. sibilant called 
visarga, of substitute for final 5, 
rifacharya on 


ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDA. ? 


23nd (rom above 
doth 


> iar 
7th fromBelow 
18th from above 


“ia 
Oo Kinnt 
=) 
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